MEMO

To: File

From: Kathleen Miller

Date: 8/13/10

RE: Ford Motor (Romeo Engine Plant) EPA ID# MID 078 400 165

Summary of Phone Conversations:

On Friday August 13, 2010 I called the contact person, Gerald Yarema per RCRA Info. Mr.
Yarema informed me that he’s been there for over 10 years and his facility is only a generator
(not a TSDF). 1 gave him some background regarding the PAVSI report prepared on 12/31/93 for
this site and the RCRA database that received an update from the Ford Motor Company on

- 2/24/10 indicating that the facility is a 'TSD facility. He sounded confused and said he would call
me back or email me with more information. I did receive another call from him today after he
looked through his records. He stated that the Ford Motor Company closed down lagoons in
2003. He did confirm that at some point the Ford Motor Company managed hazardous waste.
Lastly, he mentioned that his facility has been working with the state of Michigan since 1985. He
forwarded me an email from Clay Spencer with State of Michigan DEQ regarding a deed
restriction and a note stating that, “DEQ is fine with the deed restriction”.

On August 31%, I attempted to contact Mr. Spencer with MDEQ via email. I received several
emails from Mr. Spencer and others from MDEQ regarding this matter. The final email dated
September 8" from Mr. Spencer stated that, ... the site has gone through closure which means
the site cannot operate as a storage facility for greater than 90-day storage but does NOT mean
the site had done corrective action.” Mr. Spencer also pointed out that the 525 Deed Notice
states, “... the site is subject to the corrective action requirements...” To Mr. Spencer’s
knowledge, no corrective action efforts have been made at the site.

I was informed by George Hamper, that if a company representative tells me that no corrective
action efforts have been made by the facility, (in this case, MDEQ) stated that the facility is
subject to corrective action reguirements but corrective action measures have NOT been
made) this is a reason to determine a CAQGTOYE- yes further investigation is necessary.

Updated contact info for this facility:

Ford Motor Company (Romeo Engine Plt. 17)
701 E. 32 Mile Rd.

Romeo, MI 48065

Gerald Yarema, Facility Manager
Tel: 586-752-8425
gyarema @ford.com

Clay Spencer
MDEQ/DNRE
spencerc@michigan. gov







RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

. Rokosz, Susan (S.M.), Tyson, .
Spencer, Clay (DNRE) to: Kimberly (DNRE) 09/08/2010 10:06 AM

Cc: "Dailey, Daniel (DNRE)", "Buda, Steve (DNRE)", KathleenA Miller

As Kimberly said the site has gone through closure-however that means
the site cannot operate as a storage facility for greater than 90
day-storage, but does NOT mean the site has done corrective action. The
fact that the site is subject to corrective action is a key part of the

525 deed notice...... (see the 2nd paragraph in the attached
notice)...... and to our knowledge no corrective action has been done at
the site.

————— Original Message-----

From: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.) [mallto:srokosz@ford.com]
Sent: Wednesday, September 08, 2010 10:52 AM

To: Tyson, Kimberly (DNRE); Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Cc: Dailey, Daniel (DNRE); Buda, Steve (DNRE)
Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Good morning all,

Please see the attached closure certification. Is this sufficient?
Thank vou.

Sue Rokosz

————— Original Message-----

From: Tyson, Kimberly (DNRE) [mailto:TYSONKE@michigan.gov]
Sent: Friday, September 03, 2010 7:35 AM

To: Spencer, Clay (DNRE); Rokosz, Susan (S.M.)

Cc: Dailley, Daniel (DNRE); Buda, Steve (DNRE)

Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

According to the December 31, 1993 Final PA/VSI Report the 2 former
surface impoundments and container storage area 1 underwent RCRA closure
in 1985, and 1984 respectively. No certification letter was located at
the time of the report.

The DNRE has not initiated corrective action for this site yet.

From: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Sent: Thu 9/2/2010 3:06 PM

To: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.)

Cc: Dailey, Daniel (DNRE); Tyson, Kimberly (DNRE); Buda, Steve (DNRE)
Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

My only involvement with this site is the 525 deed notice. EPA hasg also
asked about this site. Kimberly Tyson is the person assigned to the
site and I have cc'd her on this email. She will get back to vou.



From: Rokosz, Susgan (S.M.) [mailto:srokosz@ford.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 02, 2010 12:23 PM

To: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Eugine Plant

Hi Clay,

Does the attached letter, and the deed restriction we have, mean that we
can consider the site RCRA-closed? I understand Michigan would still
require us to call the site a TSDF for the Biennial Report.

US EPA Region V has inquired as to whether the site is RCRA-closged.

Thanks,

Sue Rokosz

313-322-3826

From: Spencer, Clay {DNRE) [mailto:SPENCERCEmichigan.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 3:04 PM

To: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.}

Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Susan-from the people I have talked to as far as the Biennial Report-
you still need to report as a TSD {whether cloged or not)....... attached
is a letter regarding closure {actually regarding surface
impoundments)...... stating that they only handled non-haz

waste....... but a drum storage area which was closed in 1985 (by
EPA)-still leaves the facility as a TSD for corrective action

pPUYDOSES. . ... ... (referenced in the attached as HSWA-which required
corrective action).......

There is one other perscon I will ask-who is not here today....... but I
am pretty sure he will say the same thing. If he says something
different-I will let vou know.

Hopefully this is the information you needed. If not please contact me.
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NOTICE REGARDING STATUTORY
OBLIGATION APPLICABLE TO PROPERTY

Ford Motor Company, the owner of the property described In Exhibit A hereto (the "Property"), is
fiting this notice with the Register of Deeds for Macomb County, Michigan, pursuant to State of
Michigan Administrative Rule R298.8525 eniitled Nofice Requirements.

" The Property has been used to manage hazardous waste and is subject to the corrective action

& requirements of Part 111 of the Hazardous Waste Management of the Natural Resolirces and
Environmental Profection Act, 1894 PA 451, as amended (Act451) and Resource Consatvation

and Recovery Act, 42 U.8.C., Seclion 8901 et saq., a8 amended by the 1984 Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendmens.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, Ford Motor Company, has caused these presents o be executed this
12th day of May, 2003.

WITNESSES: FORD MOTOR COMPANY

%Jm,

/Sy, G- cote

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)58
COUNTY OF MACOME )

On May ! &_, 2003, before me, & Notary Public, in and for said County, personally appeared
Thomas DeZure, fo meknown to be the same persans described in and who executed the
within instrument, who acknowledge the sama to ba their free aet and deed,

Prepared by ﬁ,&’t,

Lawrence Meritt, Jr.
The American Road
Dearbom, M| 48126

GNLY AS GOOD AS ORIGINAL
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ExhibitA

TSN R12E SEC 36 2001 CORRECTION BEG A SW COR SEC 36; TH NO"08'59'E 1910.84 FT
ALG WEST SEC LINE; TH NB9*34'31"W 74.76 FT; TH N21*1018"E 90.85 FT; THALG A
CURVE TO R,56.83 FT, RAD=566¢.85 FT, LICH BEARS N48"43'24'E 56.83 FT; TH
NO*08'E9°E 1,33 FT, TH ALG A CURVE TQ R,1907.07 FT,RAD=5670.65 FT,LCH BEARS
N59*17'19"E 1898.10 FT, TH N68*55'23'E 2064.20 FT' TH S0"14'10°E 674.88 FT, TH
NB3*02'54"E 367.26 FT, TH S0*02'52°E 1933.54 FT, TH S88*30"38"W 487.13 FT, TH
$00*02'52"E 1161.67 FT TG THE N'LY RMW OF 32 MILE; TH 889*22'24"W 1276.86 FT ALG
SD R, TH N88*38'36"W 1415.92 FT ALG SD RAV; TH $89*4824"'W752.50 FT TO POB;
EXC THAT PARTOF THE ABOVE DESC LYING SOUTH OF THE BRUCE TWP LINE; ALSO
EXC THE FOLL. RW DESC; BEG AT SW COR SEC 36; TH NOC*06'59'E 803.34 FT; TH
SO7T*37'40"E 249 .42 FT, TH S01"02'30°E 369.40 FT; TH S45*40'04°E 196.28 FT; TH
800*11'33"E 50,00 FT; TH 589*48'24"W 469,73 FT TO POB. 247 89 AC, +-



Environmental Quelity Office Ford Motar Company
Environmental and Safety Engineering Parklane Towers East
One Parklane Bivd.
Suits 1400
Deaarbarn, Ml 48126-2477

July 31, 2003

Mr. Clay Spencer
MDEQ ~WMD

F.O. Box 30241

Lansing, Ml 48908-7741

Subject: Romeo Engine Plant (MID 678 400 165} - Notice Regarding Statutory
Obligation Applicable to Property

Dear Mr. Spencer:

Please find attached a copy of the notice recorded by the Macomb County Register of
Deeds.

Please contact me at (313) 322-5548 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

L.awrence H. Merritt, Jr.
Ford Environmental Quality Office

Enclosure
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NOTICE REGARDING STATUTORY
OBLIGATION APPLICABLE TO PROPERTY

Ford Motor Company, the owner of the property described in Exhibit A hereto {the "Property”), is
filing this notice with the Register of Deeds for Macomb County, Michigan, pursuant to State of
Michigan Administrative Rule R299.9525 entitled Notice Requirements.

The Property has been used to manage hazardous waste and is subject to the corrective action
requirements of Part 111 of the Hazardous Waste Management of the Natural Resources and
Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended (Act 451) and Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C., Section 6901 et seq., as amended by the 1984 Hazardous and
Solid Waste Amendments. _

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, Ford Motor Company, has caused these presents to be executed this
12th day of May, 2003. . :

WITNESSES: _ - FORD MOTOR COMPANY
WM/ @W W‘*’f;{ By: ~ _
WARYT wnd TOSEL Thomas DeZure, AS Secretary

d i‘:ff??Cy dZ a2 - ColE
STATE OF MICHIGAN )

)ss
COUNTY OF MACOMB )

On May , _,l_ 2003, before me, a Notary Public, in and for said County, personally appeared
Thomas DeZure, to me known to be the same persons described in and who executed the
within instrument, who acknowledge the same to be their free act and deed.

A oo

Lawrence Merritt, Jr. e ,’ faﬂ"‘m" s'm-
The American Road o
Dearborn, Ml 48126 | N

Prepared by:




Exhibit A

T5N R12E SEC 36 2001 CORRECTION BEG A SW COR SEC 36; TH NO*06'59"E 1910.84 FT
ALG WEST SEC LINE; TH N89*34'31'"W 74.76 FT; TH N21*1018"E 90.65 FT, THALG A
CURVE TO R,56.83 FT, RAD=5669.95 FT, L/CH BEARS N48*43'24"E 56.83 FT; TH
NO=06'59"E 1.33 FT; TH ALG A CURVE TO R,1907.07 FT,RAD=5670.65 FT,L/CH BEARS
N59*17'19"E 1898.10 FT; TH N68*55'23"E 2064.20 FT; TH S0*14"10"E 674.88 FT; TH
N§3*02'54"E 367.26 FT; TH S0*02'52"E 1933.54 FT; TH 888*30'38"W 487 13 FT, TH
S00*02'52"E 1161.67 FT TO THE N'LY R/W OF 32 MILE; TH S89*22'24"W 1276.66 FT ALG
SD RAW: TH N89*36'36"W 1415.92 FT ALG SD RW,; TH $89748'24"W752.50 FT TO POB;
EXC THAT PARTOF THE ABOVE DESC LYING SOUTH OF THE BRUCE TWP LINE; ALSO
EXC THE FOLL. R\W DESC; BEG AT SW COR SEC 36; TH N00*06'39"E 803.34 FT, TH
S§07*37'40"E 248.42 FT; TH S01*02'30"E 369.40 FT; TH 545%40'04"E 196.28 FT, TH
S00*11'33"E 50.00 FT; TH S89*48'24"W 469.73 FT TO POB. 247 .99 AC. +/-



Environmental Quality Office Ford Motor Company
Environmental and Safety Engineering Parklana Towers East
: One Parklane Blvd.
Suite 1400

Dearborn, M| 48126-2477

May 16, 2003

Mr. Clay Spencer
MDEQ —-WMD

P.O. Box 30241

Lansing, Ml 48809-7741

Subject: Romeo Engine Plant (MID 078 400 165) - Notice Regarding Statutory
Obligation Applicable to Property

Dear Mr. Spencer:
Please find attached a copy of the above notice sent to the Macomb County Register of
Deeds. | have been told that the recorded copy will be returned to me within 6-8 weeks.
| will forward a final copy to your attention at that time.
Please contact me at (313) 322-5548 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Lawrence H. Merritt, Jr.
Ford Environmental Quality Office

Enclosure




FW: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Tyson, Kimberly (DNRE} to: KathleenA Miller 08/03/2010 06:45 AM
Ce: "Buda, Steve (DNREY

The DNRE has not conducted any actions at the facility. We have no updated
files to share with EPA. Alsc gee my note below.

From: Tyson, Kimberly (DNRE}

Sent: Fri 9/3/2010 7:34 AM

To: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)}; Rokosz, Susan (5.M.)
Cc: Dailey, Daniel (DNRE); Buda, Steve {DNRE}
Subject: RE: Ford Romeco Engine Plant

According to the December 31, 1993 Final PA/VSI Report the 2 utta
impoundments and container storage area 1 underwent RCRA clo . and
1984 respectively. No certification Tétter was located at thé time of the
report.

The DNRE has not initiated corrective action for this site yet.

From: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Sent: Thu 9/2/2010 3:06 PM

To: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.)

Cc: Dailey, Daniel (DNRE); Tyson, Kimberly {(DNRE); Buda, Steve (DNRE)
Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

My only involvement with this site is the 525 deed notice. EPA has also asked
about this site. Kimberly Tyscn 1s the person assigned to the site and I
have ce'd her on this email. She will get back to you.

From: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.) [mailto:srokosz@ford.com]
Sent: Thursgday, September 02, 2010 12:23 PM

To: Spencer, Clay {(DNRE} .

Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Hi Clay,

Does the attached letter, and the deed restriction we have, mean that we can
consider the site RCRA-closed? I understand Michigan would still require us
to call the site a TSDF for the Biennial Report.



US EPA Region V has inquired as to whether the site is RCRA-closed.

Thanks,

Sue Rokosz

313-322-3826

From: Spencer, Clay (DNRE} [mailto:SPENCERCEmichigan.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 3:04 PM

To: Rokosz, Susan (S.M.)

Subject: RE: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Susan-from the people .I have talked to as far as the Biennial Report- vou
still need to report as a TSD (whether c¢losed or not}....... attached is a
letter regarding clesure {actually regarding surface

impoundments) ...... gtating that they only handled non-haz waste....... but a
drum storage area which was closed in 1985 (by EPA)-still leaves the facility
ag a TSD for corrective action purposes........ (referenced in the attached as
HSWA-which required corrective action).......

There ig one other person I will ask-who is not here today....... but I am
- pretty sure he will say the same thing. if he says something different-I
will let you know.

Hopefully this is the information you needed. If not please contact me.

Clay Spencer

517-373-7968

From: Rokesz, Susan (S.M.) [mailto:srokosz@ford.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 25, 2010 10:59 AM

To: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Subject: Ford Romeo Engine Plant

Good morning Clay,

Thanks for the phone conversaticn earlier. The RCRA id number for the Romeo
Engine Plant is MID078400165. I have also attached a copy of the deed
restriction for your information.

Sue Rokosz
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RE: Deed Restrictions- FORD MOTOR COMPANY, ROMEQ, Ml
Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

to:

KathleenA Miller

08/31/2010 08:55 AM

Cc:

"Buda, Steve (DNRE)"

Show Details

I am not assigned to this facility-and am not sure who (if anyone) is. | processed their deed notice (which is not
the same as a deed restriction)....... and it is attached, but that has been my only connection. However Steve

Buda (whao | have cc’d) should be able to forward your note to the appropriate staff person. (Steve its MID 078
400 165).......

From: Miller.KathleenA@epamail.epa.gov [mailto:Miller. KathleenA@epamail.epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, August 31, 2010 9:39 AM

To: Spencer, Clay (DNRE)

Subject: Fw: Deed Restrictions- FORD MOTOR COMPANY, ROMEQ, MI

To Mr. Spencer:

| received your contact information from Geraid Yarema with the Ford Motor Company in Romeo, Michigan. |
spoke with Mr. Yarema on Friday, August 13, 2010 and he informed me that his faciiity has been working with the
MDEQ on deed restrictions. Qur office is actually in the process of updating our records on sites that may need
corrective action. We have not received any documentation since the Preliminary Assessment/Visual Site
Inspection (PAVSI) report was prepared back on 12/31/93 for this facility. Mr. Yarema did not seem familiar with
this report and was not able to answer my guestions regarding whether or not any soil or groundwater sampling
has been conducted on his property or if the facility is involved in a state voluntary remediation program eic.

Again, we are updating our files to reflect the current clean up activities on this properiy. If you have additional
records (besides the email below) of this property relaiing to remediation activities (since '33), we would really
appreciate obtaining copies (via email).

Thank you.

Kathleen Miller
Environmental Protection Specialist
RCRA Corrective Action

U.S. EPA Region 5

77 West Jackson Bivd.
Chicago, IL. 60604
312-886-6761

Miller. KathleenA @ epa.gov
~~~~~ Forwarded by KathleenA Mille/RSAUSEPAMAIS on 08/30/2010 05:15 PM -

From: “Yarema, Gerald (G.J.)" <gyarema @ford.com>
Tor KathleenA Miller/A5/USEPA/US@EPA

Cen "“Yarema, Gerald (G.J.)" <gyarema@ford.com>
Dgte: 08/13/2010 11:43 AM

Subject: FW: Deed Hestrictions

file://C:\Documents and Settings\kmilleO8\[.ocal Settings\Temp\notesFCBCEE\~web3631.... 8/31/2010



Page 2 of 2

————— Original Message-----

From: Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.}

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:55 PM

To: Yarema Jr., Gerald (G..J.)

Cc: Baguzig, John (J.C.); Hilbert, Linda (L.M.)
Subject: FW: Deed Restrictions

Jerry: For info. DEQ is fine with the deed restriction. I'll send in
the final copy when I receive it.

Sincerely,
Larry Merritt

Ford Environmental Quality Office
{313) 322-5548 / Fax: (313) 248-5030
Imerrit2€@ford.com

————— QOriginal Message-—---- :

From: Clay Spencer [mailto:SPENCERCEmichigan.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:43 PM

To: lmerrit2@ford.com

Subject: RE: Deed Restrictions

Larry-I received the Rule 525 Deed Notice for the Forn Romeo Plant
today-and it leooks good. Just send me a copy of the "final copy" as you
suggested in the cover letter. Thanks.

>>> "Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.)" <lmerrit2@ford.com> 05/19/03 11:37aM

>
Thanks Clay.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\kmilleO8\Local Settings\Temp\notesFCBCEE\~web3631.... 8/31/2010



Fw: Deed Restrictions - FORD MOTOR COMPANY , ROMEQ, Mi
KathlesnA Miller to: spenceic 08/31/2010 08:38 AM

To Mr. Spencer:

| received your contact information from Gerald Yarema with the Ford Motor Company in Romeo,
Michigan. | spoke with iMr. Yarema on Friday, August 13, 2010 and he informed me that his facility has
been working with the MDEQ on deed resirictions. Qur office is actually in the process of updating our
records on sites that may need corrective action. We have not received any documentation since the
Preliminary Assessment/Visual Site Inspection (PAVSI) report was prepared back on 12/31/53 for this
facility. Mr. Yarema did not seem familiar with this report and was not able to answer my questions
regarding whether or not any soii or groundwater sampling has been conducted on his propeniy or if the
facility is involved in a state voluntary remediation program efc.

Agazin, we are updating our files to reflect the current clean up aclivities on this property . If you have
additional records (besides the email below) of this property relating to remediation activities (since '93),
we would really appreciate obtaining copies (via email).

Thank you.

Kathieen Miller

Enviranmentai Protection Specialist

RCRA Corrective Action

U.S. EPA Region 5

77 West Jackson Bivd.

Chicago, IL 60604

312-886-6761

Miller.KathleenA@epa.gov

-—-- Forwarded by KathleenA Miller/R5/USEPA/US on 08/30/2010 05:15 PM ——

From: "Yarema, Gerald (G.J.)" <gyarema@ford.com>
To: KathleenA Miller/RS/USEPA/US@EPA

Cc: "Yarema, Gerald (G.J.)" <gyarema@ford.com>
Date: 08/13/2010 11:43 AM

Subject: FW: Deed Restrictions

————— Original Message-----

From: Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.}

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:55 PM

To: Yarema Jr., Gerald (G.J.)

Cc: Baguzis, John (J.C.}; Hilbert, Linda (L.M.)
Subject: FW: Deed Restrictions

Jerry: For info. DEQ is fine with the deed restriction. I'll send in
the final copy when I receive it.

Sincerely,
Larry Merritt

Ford Environmental Quality Office
(313) 322-5548 / Fax: {(313) 248-5030
lmerric2éford. com



————— Original Message-----

From: Clay Spencer [mailto:SPENCERCE@michigan.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:43 PM

To: ImerritZ2@ford.com

Subject: RE: Deed Restrictions

Larry-1I recelved the Rule 525 Deed Notice for the Forn Romeo Plant
today-and it locks good. Just send me a copy of the "final copy" as you
suggested in the cover letter. Thanks.

>>> "Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.)" <lmerrit2@ford.com> 05/19/03 11:37AM
p g

Thankg Clay.



FW: Dead Restrictions

Yarema, Gerald (G.J.) to: KathleenA Mitler 08/13/2010 11:43 AM
Cc: "Yarema, Gerald (G.J.)"

————— Original Message-----

From: Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.}

Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:55 PM

To: Yarema Jr., Gerald (G.J.)

Cc: Baguzis, John (J.C.}; Hilbert, Linda (L.M.)
Subject: FW: Deed Restrictions

Jerry: For infe. DEQ is fine with the deed restriction. I'll send in
the final copy when I receive it.

Sincerely,
Larry Merritt

Ford Environmental Quality Office
(313) 322-5548 / Fax: (313) 248-5030
Imerrit2@ford.com

————— Original Message-----

From: Clay Spencer [mallto:SPENCERC@michigan.govl
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 2:43 PM

To: lmerritZ2@ford.com

Subject: RE: Deed Restrictions

Larry-I recelved the Rule 525 Deed Notice for the Forn Romeo Plant
today-and it looks good. Just send me a copy of the "final copy" as you
suggested in the cover letter. Thanks.

>»> "Merritt, Lawrence (L.H.)" <lmerrit2@ford.com> 05/19/03 11:37aAM
>

Thanks Clay.






(D STy UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
' REGION S

MEMORANDUM

DATE:
SUBJECT: Determination of Need fgr an investigation

Facility Name: __Ferd b (fomo Bngine ¥ ﬂwg)}
EPAID#_MiD 078 43 WS

FROM: f@f?;&fw %)"Zf@

Kathleen Miller, Environmental Protection Specialist

TO: George Hamper, Chief, Corrective Action Section 2
| recommend the following determination regarding the need for an investigation:

[_JCAQ70NO Determination of Need for an Investigation-Investigation is not Necessary
Reason for Determination
[ IPreliminary Assessment/Visual Site Inspection (PA/VSI) did not recommend any further investigation
[ IPA/VSI recommendations do not warrant RRB attention _
[JPhase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) did not recommend further investigation
[_IPhase 2 ESA did not recommend further investigation
E]Phase 1/Phase 2 ESA recommendations do not warrant RRB attention
[lCcompany representative asserts that the site is clean
[[INot subject to corrective action
[ JEnrolled in other clean-up program

[ PA/VSI recommendations have been implemented

[ISuperfund Removal

[ IParticipating in Voluntary Remediation Program

:Completed Voluntary Remediation Program

[_ISuperfund Remedial Action

[ ISuperfund No Further Action Decision

|_]Superfund Base Relocation and Closure

| _|Other

[ JCAO70YE Determination of Need for an Investigation — Investigation is Necessary
Reason for Determination
[_PA/VSI recommends further investigation
[ IESA recommends further mmvestigation
[lother [ e A LR TT B e e

[ INo determination can be made — More Information Needed '

[JApproved [_INot Approved

Signed: Date:







Determination: Groundwater remediation, sampling, submit closure

PA/VSE Or RFA FILE REVIEW CHECKLIST

Facility Name: Ford Motor (Romeo Engine Plt.)

EPA ID: MID 078 400 165 City: 701 E 32 Mile Rd Romeo, Macomb Co.  State: MI__
Name of Reviewer: Maureen McHugh Date of Review: 8/14/08
1 | Yes Is this a one folder site?

2 | Yes

Are there Superfund files for this site?

Did vou Read the Executive Summary?

Thereare: 11 SWMUsand 4  AOCs at this site.

Did you review the regulatory history?

Does the facility have interim status or a permit?

t This facility is a: 8QG, X 1QG,or Less than 90 day.

Was the Facility closed per RCRA?

If Yes, was the closure: X CC, or CIP.

Are there documented (historical) releases? Briefly describe on Page 2.

8 | Yes

Were there releases identified during the inspection? Briefly describe on Page 2.

Do you agree with the Conclusions and Recommendations?

if No, briefly describe on Page 2.

As a result of vour review of the PA/VSI or RFA file, please classity this site as:

No further corrective action recommended or warranted: These are sites that closed the regulated units
and any other SWMUSs or AOCs at the site did not warrant any further corrective action (no historic releases or
evidence of releases observed during the Visual Site Inspection).

X Further Action Required: Soil or sediment sampling or groundwater sampling or monitoring or any type
of investigation that was recommended in the report in response to a documented or observed release at any
SWMU or AOC and where such investigation, whether being addressed during the inspection or after, does not
have the necessary documentation in the facility record files.

More Information Needed: There is no RFA, PA/VSI or RCRA closure information available.



PA/VSI Or RFA FILE REVIEW CHECKLIST

Notes

2 USTs (gasoline and diesel fuel) were removed from the utility building (AOC1) in 1989 and there was no information
on the tanks’ removal. The Former Paint Kitchen Sump (SWMUS6) was removed in 1988 and no samples were taken.

Briefly describe any documented (historical) releases for any SWMU or AOC recorded in the report. For each release,
please identify the SWMU or AOC and a one or two line description of release.

-In 1978 heavy rains caused an overflow of the retention pond (AOC4) to East Pond Creek. Pipes were installed to
prevent a recurrence.

-In 1983 The Ford lagoons overflowed into the storm pond and a light oil sheen was observed on the retention pond
(AOC4) outfall to East Pond Creek. NFA was taken.

-In 1984 there was a discharge at the outfall that produced a light oil sheen. Containment equipment was installed.

-In 1984 the retention pond (AOC4) to East Pond Creek overflowed. No action was required. :
-In 1984 wastewater overflowed onto the ground surface from the WWTP. No significant impact to the creek. MDNR
Log#07-84-01-0099

-Ford removed about 1000yd’ of contaminated soil from the former CSA (SWMU2) during closure in 1983. Soil samples
collected in the excavation showed less than Tmg/kg of VOCs and metals below EPA interim drinking water standards.
-In 1983 an unspecified amount of soil beneath the waste oil tanks within the WWTP was removed and disposed of. A
concrete pad was installed after the removal.

-In 1985, 1250yd’ of sludge and residue from the former surface impoundments (SWMU1). Samples indicated that metals
concentrations of the EPA toxicity test leachate were below the EPA interim drinking water standards. Following
removal, the units were backfilled with clean soil and monitored for a release to groundwater. No increases in the
indicator parameters were noted, so the groundwater monitoring was discontinued in 1986.

-In 1985, 120yd’ of contaminated soil was removed from beneath the treatment tanks within the WWTP. Random soil
borings were collected in the area of the removed soil and analyzed for EP toxicity. The sample did not yield hazardous
concentrations of contaminants.

-Xylene contaminated soil was removed from the tank farm area (AOC3) in 1988 but sample collection & analysis and
the amount of soil disposed of was not available.

-In 1990 and 1991, gasoline was released from a UST (AOC2). Approx. 6265yd” of soil was removed and disposed of off
site. Groundwater samples indicated BTEX and MTBE contamination. Ford planned to remediate the groundwater by a
vacuum-enhanced sparging systen.

Briefly describe any releases observed during the inspection for any SWMU or AOC recorded in the report. For each
release, please identify the SWMU or AOC and a one or two line description of release.

PA/VSI Recommendations

Documentation of the former CSA3 (SWMU4) waste practices and submit closure. Submit documentation of the sump’s
(SWMUG), the USTs (AOCT1), and the former tank farm (AOC3) removal. Remediate the groundwater at the USTs
(AOC2). Collect sediment samples from the retention pond (AOC4) and analyze them for hazardous constituents.

Looked up in MI UST database ID#00015327. 3 tanks removed from the ground, 2 currently in use. 2 LUST spills, ID#C-
2641-90 and #C-1005-91 closed in 1998 with deed restrictions.




CORRECTIVE ACTION STABILIZATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Completed by:

Date: March 11, 1994

Mary Wojciechowski

Background Facility Information

Facility Name:
EPA Identification No.:

Ford Motor Company Romeo Engine Plant

RECEIVED

WMD RECORD CENTER

JAN 311995

Location (City, State):

Facility Priority Rank:

Modergte

1. Is this checklist being completed for one
solid waste management unit (SWMU),
several SWMUs, or the entire facility?
Explain.

Entire facili

which consists of 11 VW
4 AQCs, '

Status of Corrective Action Activities at the
Facility

2. What is the current status of HSWA
corrective action activities at the facility?
) No corrective action activities

initiated (Go to 5)

RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA)

or equivalent completed

O RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI)

underway
0 RFI completed
O Corrective Measures Study (CMS)

®

completed

) " Corrective Measures Implementation
(CMI) begun or completed

() Interim Measures begun or
completed

3. If corrective action activities have been
initiated, are they being carried out under a
permit or an enforcement order?

O) Operating permit

O) Post-closure permit
() Enforcement order
(9.9] Other (Explain)

M rrective  actions have been
voluntarv; some were part of RCRA closure.

4. Have interim measures, if required or
completed [see Question 2], been successful

in preventing the further spread of
contamination at the facility?

()  Yes

() No

O Uncertain; still underway

(X)  Not required

Additional explanatory notes:
Interim measures have not been officially
uir However facili 1
implement a vacuum-enhanced air sparging
system for groundwater contamination near some
gasoline USTs.
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Facility Releases and Exposure Concerns

5. To what media have contaminant releases
from the facility occurred or been suspected
of occurring?

X)  Groundwater
9] Surface water
() Afr

) Soilg

6. Are contaminant releases migrating off-site?

O Yes; Indicate media, contaminant
concentrations, aad level of
certainty.

Groundwater:
Surface water:
Air: :
Soils:

() No
(X}  Uncertain

7a. Are humans currently being exposed to
contaminants released from the facility?

O Yes (Go to 8a)
() No
(X)  Uncertain

Additional explanatory notes:

It is not known if contaminants have mi
off site.

Additional explanatory notes:

East Pond Creek which crosses the facility’s

8a. Are environmental receptors currently being
. exposed to contaminants released from the
facility?
() Yes (Goto 9)
(3 Neo
(X)  Uncertain

Additional explanatory notes:

It is not known if contaminants have migrated
off site.

8b.  Is there a potential that environmental
receptors could be exposed to the
contaminants released from the facility
over the next 5 to 10 years?

& Yes

() No

) Uncertain

Additional explanatory notes:

Wetlands are located along East Pond Creek.,

7b. Is there a potential for human exposure
to the contaminants released from the
facility over the next 5 to 10 years?

X)  Yes
() No

() Uncertain

Ford Motor Company Romeo Engine Plant - MID 078 400 165






Anticipated Final Cerrective Measures

9. I already identified or planned, would final
corrective ieasures be able to be
implemented in time to adequately address
any existing or short-term threat to human
health and the environment?

O Yes

&) No
@ Uncertain

Additional explanatory notes:

Final corrective measures have noi been
identified or planned

10. Could a stabilization initiative at this
facility reduce the present or near-term
(e.g., less than two years) risks to
human health and the environment?

O Yes
() Ne
@0 Uncertain

Additional explanatory notes:

Although the facility plaps to remediate

oundwater in one area  there are m er
suspected sourc eas where the nature

extent of contamination has not been fully

determined.

11. If a stabilization activity were not
begun, would the threat to human health
and the environment significantly
increase before final corrective measures
could be implemented?

) Yes
() No
(X)  Uncertain

‘Additional explanatory notes:

determmed

Technical Ability to Implement Stabilizetion
Activities

12. In what phase does the contaminant exist
under ambient site conditions? Check

all that apply.

Xy Solid

() Light non-aqueous phase liguids
(LNAPLs)

() Dense non-agueocus phase liquids
(DNAPLS)

(¥)  Dissolved in groundwater or surface
water

() Gaseous

) Other

13. Which of the following major chemicai
groupings are of concern at the facility?

X}  Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
and/or semi-volatiles

O Polynuclear aromatics (PAHs)

() Pesticides

) Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)
and/or dioxins

{) - Other organics

) Inorganics and metals

()  Explosives '

() Other

Ford Motor Company Romeo Engine Plant - MID 078 400 165






14.

Are appropriate stabilization
technologies available to prevent the
further spread of contamination, based
on contaminant characteristics and the
facility’s environmental setting? ([See
Attachment A for a listing of potential
stabilization technologies.]

) Yes; Indicate possible course of
action,

X) No; Indicate why stabilization
technologies are not appropriate;
then go to Question 18.

Although the facility plans to remediate
roundwater in ghe area I m I

15.

Has the RFI, or another environmental
investigation, provided the site
characterization and waste release data
needed to design and implement a

stabilization activity?
() Yes
() No

If No, can these data be obtained faster than
the data needed to implement the final
corrective measures?

() Yes
() No

Timing and Other Procedursl

Issues

Asseciated with Stabilization

16. Can stabilization activities be
implemented more quickly than the final
corrective measures?

) Yes
) No
) Uncertain
Additional explanatory notes:
i7. Can stabilization activities be

incorporated into the final corrective
measures at some point in the future?

() Yes

O No
() Uncartain

Additional explanatory notes:

Ford Motor Company Romeo Engine Plant - MID 078 400 165






Conclusion
18. Is this facility an appropriate candidate for stabilization activities?
() Yes
() - No, not feasible
] No, not required
04 Further investigation necessary

Explain final decision, using additional sheets if necessary.

Thig information was obtained from a 1993 PA/VSI prepared by PRC,

¢ Former surface impoundments

e Former paint kitchen sump

¢ The wastewater treatment plant
e  Former utility building USTs

e A stormwater retention pond

® __Former xvlene storage tanks

Additional stabilization may be required pending further investigation in these area,

Ford Motor Company Romeo Engine Plant - MID (78 400 165
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PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (PRC), performed a preliminary assessment and visual site
inspection (PA/VSI) to identify and assess the existence and likelihood of releases from solid waste
management units (SWMU) and other areas of concern (AOC) at the Ford Motor Company, Romeo
Engine Plant (Ford) facility (EPA Identification No. MID 078 400 165) in Romeo, Macomb County,
Michigan. This summary highlights the results of the PA/VSI and the potential for releases of

hazardous wastes or hazardous constituents from SWMUs and AOCs identified.

The Ford facility is located at 701 East 32 Mile Road, approximately 1 mile east of Romeo,
Michigan. The facility occupies 285 acres in a predominantly rural setting. Currently, approximately
120 acres are under roof at the facility. Prior to 1973, the area occupied by the facility was
farmland. The facility employs approximately 930 people in two shifts.

The current facility was retooled in 1988. The facility currently produces V-8 engines for Ford
luxury cars. Prior to retooling in 1988, the facility manufactured Ford tractors and backhoes. The
tractor and backhoe manufacturing operations began in 1974, immediately after the facility was

constructed.

The facility currently generates four hazardous and five nonhazardous waste streams. The hazardous
waste streams include (1) waste antifreeze (D008); (2) waste diesel fuel (D001); (3) waste gasoline
(D0O01); and (4) Safety-Kleen Corporation (Safety-Kleen) solvent (D001, D018, and D039). The
nonhazardous waste streams include nonhazardous metal chips, grinding sludge, oil filters, waste oil,
and wastewater. The Ford facility’s waste generating activities changed drastically when the plant
was retooled in 1988. Prior to retooling, the facility generated hazardous phosphating wastewater
treatment plant sludge (formerly listed as FOO06) and waste paint and spent solvent (D001 and F003).

Previous nonhazardous wastes included paint sludge, paint chips, and industrial wastewater.

Ford’s Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity form was submitted to EPA on August 12, 1980.
The notification listed FO01, F003, FO17, FO18, D000, and D001 hazardous waste codes. In 1988,
Ford submitted a subsequent notification form listing only D001 and D002 hazardous waste codes.

However according to facility representatives, the facility has not generated D002 wastes. The
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subsequent notification followed the facility’s change in status from a hazardous waste generator and

treatment, storage, and disposal facility to exclusively a hazardous waste generator.

Ford’s Part A permit application submitted on November 18, 1980, included storage in containers
(SWMUs 2, 3, and 4), storage in tanks (SWMU 5), storage in surface impoundments (SWMU 1), and
treatment in surface impoundments (SWMU 1). According to the Part A permit application, the
following hazardous wastes were generated: D001, K021, D004, D006, D007, P030, D008, D009,
D010, D011, F0O1, F0O3, FO11, FO17, and FO18. Ford submitted a revised Part A permit
application on January 31, 1984. The revised Part A permit application listed only storage in Surface
Impoundments (SWMU 1) and treatment in Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) of FO06 waste.

The closure plan for Former Container Storage Area (CSA) 1 was approved by the EPA on April 17,
1984. Ford submitted the closure plan certification for Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2) on January 31,
1984. Ford did not submit closure plans for Former CSAs 2 and 3 (SWMUs 3 and 4) included in the
Part A permit application. Ford submitted a closure plan for the surface impoundments on August 2,
1984. The closure plan was approved by the EPA with minor modifications on March 11, 1985.
Ford submitted certification of the closure on December 13, 1985. Details of the closure are
discussed in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of this report. The tank storage listed in the Part A permit
application was not closed. Facility representatives indicted that four 10000-gallon storage tanks in
the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) (SWMU 5) were erroneously listed on the Part A permit
application as hazardous waste storage tanks. Ford did not submit a closure plan for the erroneously

filed storage tanks. However, the facility’s current RCRA status does not include storage activities.
The PA/VSI identified the following 11 SWMUs and 4 AOCs at the facility:

Solid Waste Management Units D

Former Surface Impoundments
Former CSA 1

Former CSA 2

Former CSA 3

WWTP

Former Paint Kitchen Sump
90-Day CSA

Grinding Sludge Hoppers

PR O I e LR 1 e
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9. Metal Chip Hoppers T I
10. Qil Garage
11. Shipping Area

Areas of Concern RELFEASED .
DATE ______ -
1. Utility Building Underground Storage Tanks (UST) ~ RIN #_____ |
2. Dynamometer USTs IMTIRLE M ¥
3. Former Tank Farm -
4, Retention Pond

The Ford facility has a history of documented releases to groundwater, surface water, and on-site
soils at the facility. Ford reported several incidents between 1978 and 1985 involving releases from
the WWTP (SWMU 5) and the Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1), that impacted surface

water in East Pond Creek.

On July 4, 1984, Ford reported that an overflow of wastewater from a pretreatment plant resulted in a
release to soil from the WWTP (SWMU 5).

Ford removed approximately 1,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil from the area occupied by CSA
1 during its closure in July and August of 1983. Because the approved closure plan submitted to the
EPA did not include characterizing the contaminated soil, no analytical data for the contaminated soil
is available. According to the closure plan, the contaminated soil was removed and disposed of by
Wayne Disposal, Inc. (EPA Identification No. MID 048 090 633). EPA approved the closure plans
in 1984.

In October 1983, soil beneath the waste oil tanks within the WWTP was removed and disposed of in
an unspecified hazardous waste landfill. A concrete pad was constructed in this area following the
soil removal. According to available information, no soil samples were collected in the area of the
waste oil tanks during the soil removal. Therefore, the characteristics and extent of potential

contamination are unknown.

Ford began excavating sludge and residue from the Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) in
1985. Approximately 1,250 cubic yards of material was removed from the Former Surface

Impoundments and disposed of in the Wayne Disposal Landfill, Detroit, Michigan. The remaining
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soil was sampled and analyzed per the Extraction Procedure (EP) toxicity test method. No
contaminants were detected in the soil extract above drinking water standards. Following the soil
removal, the units were backfilled with clean soil and monitored for release to groundwater. No
statistically significant RCRA indicator parameters were detected in the groundwater monitoring

wells, and monitoring was discontinued in 1986.

During modifications to the WWTP in 1985, approximately 120 cubic yards of contaminated soil was
removed from beneath the treatment tanks within the WWTP. The contaminated soil was disposed of
at the Wayne Disposal Landfill in Detroit, Michigan. Random soil borings were collected in the area
of removed soil, composited, and analyzed for EP toxicity. The composite sample did not yield

hazardous concentrations of EP toxicity constituents.

Xylene-contaminated soil was removed from the Former Tank Farm Area (AOC 3) during retooling
activities conducted in 1988. Apparently the contaminated soil was disposed of off site at a hazardous
waste landfill. However, information concerning the amount of soil disposed of and the extent of

contamination was not available.

On December 11, 1990, and again on May 26, 1991, gasoline was released from a 10000-gallon
underground storage tank (UST). Ultimately, 6,265 cubic yards of soil was removed from the
vicinity of the Dynamometer USTs (AOC 2). Groundwater samples collected from the groundwater
monitoring wells indicated benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX), and methyl tertiary
butyl ether (MTBE) contamination extending 90 feet east-northeast and 160 feet south of the initial
gasoline spill area. Ford plans to remediate the contaminated groundwater by a vacuum-enhanced air
sparging system. The implementation of the groundwater remediation system is contingent upon the

results of field tests and the approval of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR).

The Ford facility occupies approximately 285 acres in a predominantly mixed-use agricultural and
residential rural setting. The Village of Romeo, Michigan lies approximately 1 mile to the west of

the Ford facility. Romeo has a population of approximately 2,000.

The facility is bordered on the north by farmland, on the west by residential areas, on the south by a

golf course and farmland, and on the east by farmland. Access to the facility is controlled by security
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guards at all gates and doors 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. The nearest surface water body,
East Pond Creek crosses the northeast portion of the facility and is assumed to be used for
recreational purposes downstream from the facility. According to a hydrogeological investigation
conducted by a consultant to Ford, groundwater is exploited in the area of the Ford facility for
municipal, agricultural, and private water supply. The Village of Romeo operates a municipal well
field approximately 5 miles northwest of the Ford facility. Several residences along 32 Mile Road
use private wells. The nearest downgradient private well is approximately 1,000 feet east of the Ford
facility. Several wetland areas are located within a 2-mile radius of the facility. The wetland areas
lie along East Pond Creek and are typically described as palustrine ecological systems comprised of

emergent and scrub and shrub classes.

The potential for release to groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils from the following
SWMUs is low: Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1); Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2); Former
CSA 2 (SWMU 3); WWTP (SWMU 5); 90-Day CSA (SWMU 7); Grinding Sludge Hoppers (SWMU
8); Metal Chip Hoppers (SWMU 9); Oil Garage (SWMU 10); and Shipping Area (SWMU 11).
SWMUs 1 and 2 have undergone RCRA closure. SWMUs 3, 5,7, 8,9, 10, and 11 are either
located inside buildings on sound drain-free floors and are managed in accordance with current
regulations or were operated in areas and in ways that would have reduced the likelihood of a release

to environmental and human receptors. Therefore, further action is not recommended for the above
SWMUs.

The Utility Building USTs (AOC 1) may present a low to moderate potential of release to
groundwater and on-site soil. A release was observed to groundwater and on-site soil from the
Dynamometer USTs (AOC 2). The Former Tank Farm (AOC 3) and the Former Paint Kitchen Sump
(SWMU 6) may present a moderate potential of release to groundwater and on-site soils. The
Retention Pond (AOC 4) may present a moderate potential of release to groundwater. The potential

for release to groundwater, surface water, air and on-site soils from CSA 3 (SWMU 4) is unknown.

Ford should submit documentation of removal of the Utility Building USTs (AOC 1) and the Former
Paint Kitchen Sump (SWMU 6) to the MDNR. Remediation plans for the observed release from the
Dynamometer USTs (AOC 2) should be submitted to the MDNR. Corrective actions should proceed

with the approval of the MDNR. Ford should submit information describing the extent and character
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of contaminated soil encountered during the removal of the Former Tank Farm (AOC 3). Ford |
should collect sediment samples from the Retention Pond (AOC 4) and analyze them for hazardous
constituents. CSA 3 (SWMU 4) was listed on Ford’s original Part A permit application; however no
information regarding waste management practices for this SWMU was available. Ford should

submit documentation of waste management and closure activities for SWMU 4 to MDNR for review.
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SOQURCE: MODIFIED FROM USGS, ARMADA ARD
ROMEQ, MICHIGAN, QUADRANGLES, 1972

FORD MOTOR COMPANY
ROMED ENGINE PLANT
ROMEQ, MICHIGAN

FIGURE 1
FACILITY LOCATION
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Until 1988, the facility operated as a tractor production facility. Tractor engines and chassis
components (backhoes, cabs, and buckets) were manufactured and assembled at the facility. The
chassis manufacturing process included phosphate surface treatment followed by paint application.
The phosphate treatment included a series of iron phosphate and rinse water baths. Painting was
conducted in two booths located in the south central portion of the facility. The last tractor was

manufactured at the plant in 1988.

The facility was retooled in 1983, Two additions to the main building were constructed in the former
high density stock area and the backhoe subassembly area. Extensive changes were made to the
interior of the building to accommodate the new machinery and the networked coolant fluid system.
According the facility representatives, the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) was reconfigured
during the retoolihg period to perform oif recovery functions. According to the facility
representatives the two 10000-gallon used oil storage tanks were r-eplaced with two 20000-gallon
tanks. However, PRC noted no record of the WWTP’s modifications.

2.3 WASTE GENERATION AND MANAGEMENT

This section describes waste generation and management at the Ford facility. Historic records
regarding Ford’s waste generation and management were not found during the file review. According
to the facility representatives, Ford did not retain any record of waste management over three years.
Therefore, much of the following information was obtained from interviews with the facility
representatives during the VSI. The facility’s SWMUs are identified in Table 1. The facility layout,
including SWMUs and AOCs, is shown in Figure 2. The facility’s waste streams are summarized in
Table 2.

The Ford facility’s waste generating activities changed drastically when the plant was retooled in
1988. The facility’s Part A permit application included DOQ1, K021, D004, D006, DOG7, D008,
DOOQ, D010, D011, P030, FOL1, FO18, F017, FOO1, and FOO3 wastes codes. According fo the
facility representatives, several waste codes were erroneously placed in the Part A permit application.
Those waste codes listed protectively included: K021, F00!, FO11, P030, D004, D006, D007, DOOS,
D009, D010, and DO11. FO017 and FO18 were delisted by the EPA in 1983 and subsequently omitted
from Ford’s Part A Permit Application. |






TABLE 1
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS -

SWMU RCRA Hazardous Waste
Number SWMU Name Management Unit® Status
1 Former Surface Yes Underwent RCRA closure
Impoundments

2 Former C5A 1 Yes Underwent RCRA closure
3 Former CSA 2 No Inactive
4 Former CSA 3 Unknown® Inactive
5 WWTP No ' Active -
6 Former Paint Kitchen Sump No Inactive
7 90-Day CSA No Active -
8 Grinding Sludge Hoppers No Active
9 Metal Chip Hoppers No Active
10 Oil Garage No Active -
11 Shipping area No . Active

Note:

A RCRA hazardous waste management unit is one that currently requires or formerly required
submittal of a RCRA Part A or Part B permit application,

This SWMU was listed as a RCRA Hazardous Waste Management Unit on the facifity’s 1980
Part A permit appllcation However, no information on waste management practices for this
SWMU was available in the file or from facility representatives.
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Waste/EPA Waste Code®

TABLE 2

SOLID WASTES

Source

Solid Waste
Management Unit®

Currently Generated

Spent Antifreeze/D008

Waste Diesel Fuel/D001

Waste Gasoline/D001

Safety-Kieen Solvent/D001, D018, D039
Metal Chips/NA

Grinding Sludge/NA

Oil Filters/NA

Waste Oil/NA

Wastewater/NA

Formerly Generated

Phosphating Wastewater Treatment Plant
Sludge/Prior FO06

Waste Paint and Spent Solvent/D00!,
F0O03

Paint Sludge and Chips/NA

Wastewater/NA

Notes:

a

Engine coolant
Engine fuel

Engine fuel

Parts washer

Cutting and grinding
Cutting and grinding
Engine tests

WWTP

Contact and noncontact
industrial cooling water

WWTP from steel surface

treatment operation

Paint booths and Paint
Kitchen operations

Paint booths
Phosphating and cleaning

operations and Spray
Booth

Not applicable (NA) designétes nonhazardous waste,

"None" indicates that the waste stream is not managed on site.

SWMUs 7 and 10
SWMUs 7 and 10
SWMUs 7 and 10
None

SWMU ¢
SWMU §
SWMU 11
SWMU 5

SWMU 5

SWMUs 1 and 5

SWMUs 2, 6, and 7

SWMU 3

SWMUs 1 and 5







The facility currentiy generates four hazardous and five nonhazardous waste streams. The hazardous
waste streams include the following: (1) spent antifreeze (D008); (2) waste diesel fuel (D0OG1); (3)
waste gasoline (D001); and Safety-Kleen Corporation (Safety-Kleen) solvent (D0C1, D018, and
D03%). In 1988, the facility submitted a Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity form that listed
generation of D002 wastes. However, according to facility representatives, to date the facility has not

generated DOOZ waste.

Spent antifreeze from the engine coolant system in the dynamometer laboratory is disposed of at the
rate of 100 gallons every 3 months. The spent antifreeze is accumulated in a 535-gallon drum in the
Oil Garage (SWMU 10). When the 55-gallon drum is full, it may be moved to the 90-Day CSA
(SWMU 7). Safety-Kleen Corporation collects and recycles the spent antifreeze every 90 days gither
from the oil garage or the 90-day CSA. The spent antifreeze is recycled at Safety-Kleen’s facility in
Dolton, Illinois (EPA Identification No. ILD 980 613 913). —

Waste diesel fuel (D001} and waste gasoline (D001) are both generated in the Dynamometer
Laboratory. Diesel and gas-powered engines are tested in the dynamometer laboratory. When engine
tests are complete, the fuel lines are drained and the waste fuel is accumulated in a 55-galion drum in
the Oil Garage (SWMU 10). Full 55-gallon drums of waste diesel fuel and waste gasoline are taken
to the 90-day CSA (SWMU 7). Approximately 100 gallons of each waste fuel is gen.erated every
year. The waste diesel fuel and waste gasoline are transported to Petrochem Processing (Petrochem)
of Detroit, Michigan (EPA Identification No. MID 980 615 298) and blended with supplemental

cement kiln fuel.

Spent Safety-Kleen solvent (D001, D018, and D039) is generated in a parts washer in the
maintenance building. Safety-Kleen (EPA Identification No. MID 000 722 686) replaces the solvent

in the unit approximately every 3 months. The spent solvent is reclaimed by Safety-Kleen of Detroit,

Michigan.

Nonhazardous steel and aluminum metal chips are generated in several milling machines throughout
the facility. Metal chips are physically separated from coolant fluid and placed in two steel Metal
Chip Hoppers (SWMU 9). Coolant fluid is recirculated through the milling machines, One is located

near the engine assembly area and holds approximately 1.5 cubic yards and the other is located
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adjacent to the former paint mix room and holds approximately 20 cubic yards. The steel and
aluminum metal chips are removed weekly by the highest bidding metal reclaimer. Ford generates

approximately 500,000 pounds of meta! chips each week.

Nonhazardous grinding sludge is generated during parts finishing at several machines throughout the
facility. Coolant fluid at each machine trapé the grindings and washes them into a network of
channels connected to the coolant re.covery system. Nonhazardous grinding sludge is separated from
the coolant in the recovery unit. Grinding sludge is placed in two Grinding Sludge Hoppers

(SWMU 8); one is located near the engine assembly area and holds approximately 1.5 cubic vards
and the other is located near the former paint mix room and holds approximately 20 cubic yards.
Ford generates approximately 800 cubic vards of grinding sludge each month. The grinding sludge is
taken off site by City Environmental of Detroit, Michigan for treatment. After treatment, the

grinding sludge is landfilied at Carlton Farms in Sumpter TDW{ISh:l[J, Wayne County, Michigan.

Nonhazardous oil filters from test engines and machines are accumulated in 55-gallon drums with
returnable shipping totes in the Shipping Area (SWMU 11). Ford generates approximately 50 drums
of used filters every year. The drums of filters are picked up by City Environmental of Detroit,
Michigan for disposal in a landfill.

Nonhazardous waste oil is generated during the acid-cracking reclamation process conducted in the
WWTP (SWMU 5). Ford generates approximately 8,000 gallons of waste oil every week. Waste oil
is skimmed from the industrial wastewater stream from the facility and accumulated in two above
ground storage tanks. The two 20000-gallon tanks are located within the WWTP (SWMU 5). The
waste oil is picked up by Edwards Oil and taken to their facility in Detroit, Michigan for further

reclamation.

Wastewater generated in the WWTP (SWMU 5) is discharged to the Village of Romeo’s publicly
owned treatment works (POTW). Two outfalls, 001 and 002, are located along the main sanitary
sewer line traveling in front of the facility. The wastewater is monitored daily for oil and grease,
pH, phosphate, and metals. The facility is permitted to discharge 350 gallons of wastewater per
minute to the POTW. |
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Before 1988 while the facility was manufacturing tractors, two hazardous and two nonhazardous
waste streams were generated. Hazardous wastewater treatment sludge (FO06) from the phosphating
and cleaning operation was generated in the WWTP (SWMU 5). The phosphating wastewater
treatment sludge was considered hazardous waste until 1986 when the EPA excluded phosphating
treatment sludges from the FOO06 listing. Wastewater treatment sludge was stored in two Former
Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) and at the filter press within the WWTP. In 1986, the facility was
generating approximately 24 cubic yards of wastewater treatment plant sfudge every month. The
wastewater treatment sludge was disposed of in a county operated municipal landfill (South Macomb

Disposal Authority Landfill) the Wayne Disposal Landfill (MID 048 090 633) in Detroit, Michigan.

Waste paint and spent solvent (D001 and FO03) were generated in the paint booths formerly operated
at the facility. Paint gun flush and off-specification paints were placed in 55-galion drums and stored
in Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2). After Former CSA 1 was closed, drums of waste paint and spent
solvent were stored for less than 90 days in the 90-day CSA (SWMU 7). Waste paint and spent
solvents originating in the paint mix room and stored in the Former Paint Kitchen Sump (SWMU 6)
for less than 90 days were pumped directly to transport vehicles for delivery to waste handiing
facilities (Ford 1986a). Waste paint and spent solvent was shipped to Systech Corporation in
Pauiding, Ohio (EPA Identification No. OHD 005 048 947) to be blended into supplemental cement
kiln fuel. Approximately 5,000 to 6,000 gallons of waste paint and spent solvent was generated every

90 days from the facility’s tractor painting operations.

Nonhazardous paint sludge and chips were generated in the overspray collection system of the spray
booth. Paint captured by the water curtain overspray collection system was placed into two roll-off
boxes located in Former CSA 2 (SWMU 3) outside the maintenance building. Paint chips originated
from the physical cleaning of the spray booth’s walls, floors, and components. Approximately 20
cubic yards of nonhazardous paint sludge and chips was generated and removed off site every month.
The facility representatives could not provide PRC with the names of the locations where
nonhazardoué paint studge and chips were disposed of. However, it is likely that the nonhazardous
paint sludge and chips were disposed of in the county operated municipal landfilt (South Macomb

Disposal Authority Landfill) with other nonhazardous solid wastes,
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Indusiriai wastewater from the plant was piped to the WWTP (SWMU 5). When the WWTP was
unable to handle the volume of incoming wastewater, it was diverted to one of the two Former
Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1). Wastewater from the former tractor facility was channeled from
the phosphating and cleaning operations, the spray booth, and other miscellaneous areas of the facility
through a common pipe network to two 15000-gallon wet well [ift stations. Wastewater was treated
by neutralizing, flocculating, clarifying, and dewatering. Qil skimming was also used in the surface
impoundments and the batch treatment tanks in order to collect oil from the wastewater. Treated
wastewater was discharged to the Romeo, Michigan municipal sewer via two outfalls. Waste oil
coliected from the wastewater was placed in tanks within the WWTP. Waste oil was collected by an

unspecified local oil reclamation contractor,
2.4 HISTORY OF DOCUMENTED RELEASES

This section discusses the history of documented releases to groundwater, surface water, air, and on-

site soils at the facility.
Ford reported the following incidents that impacted surface water in East Pond Creek (Ford 1986a):

o May 30, 1978 -- Heavy rains caused an accidental overflow of the retention pond
(AOC 4) to East Pond Creek. Two 24-inch pipes were installed to prevent a

recurrence.

® December 5, 1983 -- A 3-inch valve malfunctioned on the tinal effluent tank and
caused the Ford lagoons to overflow into the storm pond. During clean-up
operations, a light oil sheen was observed from the retention pond (AOC 4) outfall to

East Pond Creek. No further action was taken.

o April 4, 1984 -- Floating oil and algae blowing against the under/over weir at the
outfall caused an accidental discharge that produced a light oif sheen. Containment
equipment was installed at both the inlet and outlet of the storm retention pond (AQOC
4).
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® August 29, 1984 -- The retention pond {(ACC 4) to East Pond Creek overflowed after
a heavy thunderstorm. U.S. Weather Service reported 3.38 inches in less than 3

hours. This was a 50-year occurrence. No action was required.

e September 6, 1985 -- Heavy rainfall caused high water turbulence at the retention
pond (AQOC 4) outfall gate which caused a discharge that produced a visible oil sheen

to East Pond Creek. No action was required.
Ford reported the following incident that impacted on-site soils:

& © July 4, 1984 - Michigan Department of Natural Resources Log #07-84-01-0099.
Wastewater overflowed onto the ground surface from the pretreatment portion of the
WWTP. The release to the on-site soils within the WWTP occurred because process
equipment was not shut down for a 1-day holiday. There was no significant impact to
East Pond Creek.

Ford removed approximately 1,000 cubic yards to (approximately 10 inches below ground surface) of
contaminated soil from the area occupied by Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2) during its closure in July and
August of 1983. According to the approved closure plan, the contaminated soil was removed and
disposed of by Wayne Disposal, Inc. (EPA Identification No. MID 048 090 633) (Ford 1984a).
During the closure of CSA 1 (SWMU 2), soil samples were collected in the excavation in accordance
with procedures outlined in US EPA SW846, 2nd Edition, Test Methods for Evaluation of Solid
Wastes, dated July 1982, and analyzed for volatile organic compounds (VOC) and metals. Based on
headspace analytical procedures for volatile organics, less than one milligram per kilogram of volatile
organics were indicated in.the soil samples. Based on analyses of Extraction Procedure (EP) toxicity
test leachate, metal concentrations were below the EPA interim drinking water standards (Ford
1984a). EPA approved the closure plans in 1984 (EPA, 1984a). No further information was found

during the file review or the VSI regarding samples collected or analytical results.

In October 1983, an unspecified amount of soil beneath the waste oil tanks within the WWTP was

removed and disposed of in an unspecified hazardous waste landfill. A concrete pad was constructed
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in this area following the soil removal (Ford 1986a). According to available information, no soil

samples were collected in the area of the wasie oil tanks during the soil removal.

Ford began excavating sludge and residue from the Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) in
1985. Approximately 1,250 cubic yards of material was removed from the lagoons and disposed of
in a hazardous waste landfill operated by Wayne Disposal of Detroit, Michigan (MID 048 090 633).
The remaining soil was sampled and analyzed per the EP toxicity test method (Ford 1984b). The
sample results indicated that metals concentrations of the EP toxicity test leachate were below the
EPA interim drinking water standards (Ford 1985). Following the soil removal, the units were
backfilled with clean soil and monitored for release to groundwater. RCRA groundwater monitoring
was conducted three times between August 1984 and August 1986. During that time, no signiﬁcémt
increases in the concentration of indicator parameters weré noted. In August 1986, Ford discontinued

RCRA groundwater monitoring of the {agoons.

During modifications to the WWTP in 1985, approximately 120 cubic yards of contaminated soil was
removed from beneath the treatment tahks within the WWTP. Several overflow incidents from the
batch treatment tanks occurred between 1973 and 1985 and contaminated the soil. The contaminated
soil was disposed of at a hazardous waste landfill operated by Wayne Disposal of Detroit, Michigan
(MID 048 090 633). Random soil borings were collected in the area of removed soil, composited,
and analyzed for EP toxicity (Ford 1986b). The composite sample did not yield hazardous

concentrations of contaminants as determined by the EP toxicity test method.

Ford applied for a waste acceptance authorization code to dispose of xylene-contaminated soil on
September 12, 1988 (Ford 1988a). The xylene-contaminated soil was removed from the Tank Farm
Area (AOC 3) during retooling activities conducted in 1988 when the aboveground tanks were
removed. According to Ford, the xylene-contaminated soil resulted from poor housekeeping practices
in the vicinity of the xylene storage tank. Apparently the contaminated soil was disposed of off site at
a hazardous waste landfill. However, information concerning sample collection, sample analysis, the

amount of soil disposed of, and the extent of contamination was not available.
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The following incidents resuited in releases to on-site soil and groundwater:

On December 11, 1990, and again on May 26, 1991, gasoline was released from a 10000-gallon
Dynamometer Underground Storage Tank (UST) (AOC 2), near the dynamometer laboratory.
Following the initial release, Ford conducted a hydrogeologic study in conjunction with remedial and
corrective actions. Sixteen borings and eight monitoring wells were installed to characterize the
hydrogeology and the extent of impact from the gasoline release. During the investigation, rainwater
apparently entered the UST and displaced gasoline into the pipe!iﬁe excavation. Abatement measures
were initiated and the release was included in the investigation already underway. Soil excavation
began on November 5, 1991 in the areas affected by the gasoline releases. During excavation, the
impacted area was discovered to be of far greater size due to the discovery of unexpected drainage
pipes and stained pea gravel, Ultimately, 6,265 cubic yards of soil was removed in the vicinity of the
Dynamometer USTs (AOC 2) and disposed of off site. In 1992, édditionai monitoring wells were
compieted in seven of nine soil borings to assess impacts to the groundwater. Two recovery wells
were also installed. Groundwater samples collected from the monitoring wells indicated benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX), and methy! tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) contamination
extending 90 feet east-northeast and 160 feet south of the initial gasoline spill area. Ford pians to
remediate the contaminated groundwater by a vacuum-enhanced air sparging system. The
implementation of the groundwater remediation system is contingent upon the results of field tests and
the approval of the MDNR (Geraghty & Miller, Inc. 1993).

2.5 REGULATORY HISTORY

Ford’s Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity form was submitted to EPA on August 12, 1980
(Ford 1980a). The notification listed FOO1, FO03, F017, F018, D000, and D001 hazardous waste
codes. In 1988, Ford submitted a subsequent notification form listing only D001 and D002 hazardous
waste codes (Ford 1988b). However, according to facility representatives, to date the facility has not
generated D002 hazardous waste. The subsequent notification followed the facility’s change in status
from a hazardous waste generator and treatment, storage, and disposal (TSD) facility to exclusively a

hazardous waste generator.
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Ford’s Part A permit application submitted on November 18, 1980, includes a process design capacity
of 11,600 gallons of storage in containers (SWMUs 2, 3, and 4), 40,000 gallons of storage in tanks
(SWMU 5), 400,000 galions of storage in Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1), and 30,000
gallons per day of treatment in Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1). According to the Part A
permit application, the following wastes were stored in tanks and surface impoundments and treated in
surface impoundments: DOQ1, KG21, D004, D006, D007, PC30, DOC8, D009, D010, DO11, FO11i,
and FO18; also FO17, FO18, FOOL, and FOO3 hazardous wastes were stored in containers (Ford
1980b). Ford submitted a revised Part A permit application on January 31, 1984. The revised Part
A permit application listed only 550,000 galions of F006 storage in Former Surface Impoundments
(SWMU 1) and 5,000 gallons per day of FO06 treatment in Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU
1) (Ford 1984¢). A representative of Ford stated in an atfidavit that Ford did not have operations
resuliing in FO11 and K021 hazardous wastes (EPA 1984b). There.fore, those codes were omiited
from the revised Part A permit application. The other hazardous wastes (D004, D006, DOG7, DOOB,
D009, DO10, DO11, FO17, FO18, FOO1, and PO30) included in the original Part A permit applications
were included protectively and were omitted from the revised Part A permit application. The revised
Part A permit application was filed following the closure of Former CSA 1 and the determination that
the WWTP sludge was F006 hazardous waste.

The closure plan for Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2) was approved by the EPA on April 17, 1984 (EPA
1984a), Ford submitted certification of Former CSA | for closure with the closure plans on January
31, 1984 (Ford 1984a).

Ford did.not submit closure plans for the other Former CSAs (SWMUs 3 and 4) included in the Part
A permit application. Paint sludge and chips stored in CSA 2 (SWMU 3) were determined to be
nonhazardous following the initial filing of thé Part A permit application. Therefore, the facility did
not submit closure plans for CSA 2 (SWMU 3). No documentation regarding thé operation: and
closure of CSA 3 (SWMU 4) was available. It is currently inactive.

Ford submitted closure plans for the Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) on August 2, 19384
(Ford 1984b). The closure plans were approved by the EPA with minor modifications on March 11,
1985 (EPA 1985). Ford submitted certification of the closure on December 13, 1985 (Ford 1985).

Details of the closure are discussed in Section 2.4 of this report.
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The 40,000 gailons of tank storage listed in the Part A permit application was not closed. Two
10000-gallon used oil tanks and two 10000-gallon siudge holding tanks within the WWTP (SWMU 35)
were included in the Part A permit application as hazardous waste storage tanks (Ford 1986a).
According to facility representatives, the RCRA exempt tanks were erroneously included in the Part
A permit application. Ford did not submit a closure plan for the erroneously filed tanks. However,

the facility’s current RCRA status does not include any storage activities.

Prior to closure of the surface impoundments, Ford submitted a delisting petition for the FO06 waste
managed in the impoundments. Ford argued that the alleged FO06 hazardous waste resulted from a
nonelectrical plating phosphating operation and did not exhibit hazardous characteristics as determined
by EP toxicity tests (Ford 1983). On November 29, 1983, the MDNR conducted a compliance status
review and a preliminary technical evaluation of the facility’s groundwater monitoring system. Based
on the findings of the above inspection and others, the EPA filed a complaint against Ford for not
complying with groundwater monitoring requirements of 40 CFR 265 Subpart F (EPA 1984c).
Following the above compiaint, Ford and EPA entered into a consent agreement and final order
(EPA 1984d). The agreement required Ford to pay a penalty of $38,000 and to submit applicable
groundwater reports. In February 1984, Ford conducted a hydrogeologic study and installed five
groundwater monitoring wells around the surface impoundments. The groundwater monitoﬁng wells
were sampled three times between August 1984 and August 1986. After the final closure of the
surface impoundments was completed, and no statistically significant increases in RCRA indicator
parameters were noted in samples from the groundwater monitoring wells, Ford discontinued
monitoring the groundwater (Ford 1986¢). On December 2, 1986, the EPA published an interpretive
rule in the Federal Register that excluded phosphating from the F00G listing. Based on that
interpretation, the petition Ford filed for delisting was nullified (EPA, 1986). Ford retroactively
withdrew its Part A permit application following the exclusion of phosphating sludge from the F006
listing {(Ford 1987). In 1988, the MDNR recognized the former surface impoundments as solid waste
management units that handied only nonhazardous waste phosphating sludge (MDNR 1988).

The MDNR conducted several hazardous waste inspections at the Ford facility after the facility filed

its Part A permit application. Between 1982 and 1985, six interim status inspections were conducted

by the MDNR. In 1986, the Ford facility was inspected for compliance with hazardous waste
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generator requirements, following its closure as a TSD facility, MDNR noted several violations of

state and federal hazardous waste handling regulations during the interim status inspections,

Violations cited after the interim status inspections include the following: failure to maintain é.dequate
training records, failure to maintain an operating record, failure to maintain an inspection log, failure
to handle FO06 sludge as hazardous waste, failure to maintain closed containers of hazardous waste,
and faiﬁure to implement a groundwater monitoring system (MDNR 1982, 1983, and 1984). In 1986,
MDNR considered the facility in compliance with applicable RCRA requirements (MDNR 1986).

The Ford facifity operated with several air permits for tractor assembly and painting operations that
were conducted between 1973 and 1988. However, many of the original air permits were closed out
when the plant was retooled. Currently, the facility is operated under five process air permits revised
from existing permits. According to the facility representatives, the permits include oil coolant areas
205-87, 205-87A, and 205-87B and oil curing areas 841-90 and 883-92. According to the facility

representative, no violations or complaints have been filed regarding the facility’s permitted air units.

Ford discharges noncontact cooling water from the WWTP and the plant to the Village of Romeo’s
POTW. Wastewater enters the POTW system at outfalls 001 and 002 along the sanitary sewer line
running beneath 32 Mile Road in front of the facility. The discharge permit requires Ford to monitor
the wastewater daily for oil and grease, pH, phosphorous, and metals. According to the facility
representativés, storm water from an on-site Retention Pond (AQC 4) discharges to East Pond Creek
under National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. MI 0045179003, No

record of the number of times the permit was exceeded was noted during the records review or during
the VSI.

Two 15000-galion USTs were removed from the area of the utility building in 1989 (AOC 1). The
facility representatives could not provide PRC with any information other than the approximate date

of their removal.

The Former Paint Kitchen Sump (SWMU 6) was removed in 1988 during retooling of the facility.
The closure was not conducted according to RCRA requirements, therefore, no samples were

collected from the excavation. According to the facility representative, no contamination was
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discovered when the tank was removed. However, no analytical records supporting the closure were

noted during the file review nor were any made available during the VSI.
2.6 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

This section describes the climate; flood plain and surface water; geology and soils; and groundwater

in the vicinity of the facility.
2.6.1 Climate

The climate in Macomb County is continental, The averagé temperatures raﬁge from a high of
83.1 °F in July to a low of 16.1 °F in January. The average daily temperature is 48.5 °F
(NOAA 1989),

The average annual precipitation for the county is 30 inches. The mean annual lake evaporation for
the area is about 30 inches (USDC 1968). The l-year 24-hour maximum rainfall is about 2 inches

(USDC 1963). The prevailing wind in the area is from the southwest and has an average wind speed
of 10.3 miles per hour (NOAA 1989).

2.6.2 Flood Piain and Surface Water

The nearest surface water body is East Pond Creek. East Pond Creek flows across the northeast
corner of Ford’s property. The northeastern corner of the facility is located within the 100-year flood
plain of East Pond Creek. The Clinton River is located approximately 8 miles south of the Ford
facility.

Storm water runoff from the north side of the facility enters the Retention Pond (AQC 4) before being
discharged to East Pond Creek. Storm water runoff from the remainder of the facility enters the
Village of Romeo’s Storm Water Collection System along 32-mile Road. East Pond Creek ultimately

discharges to the Clinton River,
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2.6.3 Geology and Scils

The topography to the east of Romeo is relatively flat near the Ford plant, but has more rolling hills
to the west. Elevations range from approximately 950 feet above mean sea fevel (msl) within the
highlands west of Romeo to about 700 feet ms! along the Clinton River which is located to the south
of the Ford plant (Keck 1984a).

A large end moraine trends roughly northeast-southwest immediately to the west of the Village of
Romeo. This extensive end moraine, known as the Birmingham Moraine, distinctly separates the ice
sheet deposits from lake bed (lacustrine) soils to the east of Romeo, Scattered within the morairal

complex lie deposits of permeable outwash and till.

The Ford plant was constructed on glacial lake bed deposits located east of Romeo. The topography
immediately to the east of Romeo is relatively flat, reflecting a lake bed environment. The fand
slopes gently to the east toward the main body of the ancestral lake. The lake resulted in the deposit

of a substantial thickness of lacustrine clays over the pre-existing glacial sediments.

As the lake retreated, the gradual recession of the beach line left a relatively thin and discontinuous
cover of beach sands over the lake clays. Occasionally, recession of the lake would temporarily halt
or slacken at which time more extensive beach deposits would form. Today, these old beach lines are

expressed as narrow sand ridges paralleling the old shoreline.

Total thickness of the glacial mantle averages about 200 feet. The drift rests upon the pre-existing
bedrock surface which consists of Coldwater shale occurring at an elevation of about 700 feet msl.
The coldwater shale is not considered to be a usable aquifer due to very low permeability afthough

occasional strata of sandstone may support limited supplies (Keck 1984a).

Based on soil boring logs generated by Geraghty & Miller, Inc., the site geology in the area of
AOC 2 is generally characterized by 4 to 5 feet of brown fill sand underlain by gray, fine- t0
medium-grained silty sand from approximately 5 feet below ground surface (bgs) to at least 25 feet
bgs. The silt content of the silty sand varied horizontally. The total thickness of the sand unit was

not penetrated during drilling (Geraghty & Miller, Inc. 1993).
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2.6.4 Groundwater

Due to the impermeable nature of the bedrock, more than 80 percent of area water wells tap drift
aquifers. Most of the wells in the vicinity are domestic wells of limited yield {Keck 1984a).
However, some higher capacity municipal and industrial wells do exist in the area. The Ford plant

obtains water through the City of Detroit water system.

The Village of Romeo is the largest user of groundwater in the area with an average daily demand of
approkimately 600,000 gallons per day. The municipal wells located northwest of the facility are
installed within the outwash deposits trapped between the end moraines. These sediments do not
extend eastward to the Ford plant site. As a result, groundwater availability to the east of Romeo is
generally poor (Keck 1984a). '

Groundwater beneath the site occurs in an apparently unconfined condition between approximately 5.5
to 6.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). Static water-level measurements collected from the monitor
wells indicate that groundwater flow is to the east. Based on a review of Geraghty & Miiler static
water-level measurements, the easterly groundwater flow direction has been consistent from February
1991 through October 1992 and does not appear to be significantly altered by seasonal fluctuations
(<2.0 feet).

On July 28, 1992, Geraghty & Miller performed an aquifer drawdown test in Monitor Well MW-1G
to approximate the hydraulic characteristics of the saturated siity sand unit in the area of the
Dynamorneter USTs (AOC 2). Based on Geraghty & Miller interpretations of the data collected
during the drawdown test, the sediments in the vicinity of the screened portion of Monitor Well
MW-10 appear to have an estimated hydraulic conductivity of approximately 1.0 x 10~ feet per

minute (ft/min),

The hydraulic conductivity estimate for Monitor Well MW-10 is consistent with the hydraulic
conductivity estimate of 3.1 x 107 ft/min obtained from Monitor Well MW-5A in the original Phase I
Hydrogeologic Investigation. Although these hydraulic conductivity values are within the acceptable
range for silty sands, Geraghty & Miller believes the values, due to their limited areal coverage, are

not representative of the entire study area {(Geraghty & Miiler, Inc. 1993).
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Based on the measured static water-level measurements, the shaliow horizontal hydraulic gradient
between Monitor Wells MW-1 and MW-11 was approximately 0.0009 fi/ft to the east on July 28,
1992, and approximately 0.0005 ft/ft to the east on October 6, 1992.

The following is based on the findings of the hydrogeoclogic study and information obtained from four
monitoring wells (MW-1 through MW-4) installed around the surface impoundments by Keck in
1984.

The average permeability of the clay layer encountered near the ground surface in the area of the
Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) as determined from soil boring samples is

4.72 x 10 ft/min. However, each boring had at least one interval within this horizon displaying a
permeability of less than 2.36 x 10°® ft/min which should control vertical flow through the clays
(Keck 1984b). |

The sand beneath the clay is of much greater permeability. The average vertical permeability of these
sands as determined from all the samples from this interval is 4.55 x 103 ft/min. The greatest

measured hydraulic conductivity was 4.7 x 10 ft/min.

Potentiometric surface maps show that groundwater within these sands flows to the east-southeast,
rather than to the southeast as previously suspected, displaying a hydraulic gradient of 0.00736 fi/ft or
38.9 feet per mile (Keck 1984b).

The Village of Romeo also has wells installed at their sewage disposal facilities located approximately
1.5 miles to the southeast of the Ford facility’s wastewater lagoons. Well logs describe the wells
installed at the sewage disposal site. One well log indicates that 15 feet of beach sand overlies 26 feet
of clay. The well was completed within a horizon of sand and gravel underlying the till. Another
well log is similar except that the clay is described as "dirty water gravel." Several other local well

logs show substantial clay thicknesses at or close to the surface (Keck 1984a).
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2.7 RECEPTORS

The Ford facility occupies approximately 300 acres in a predominantly mixed-use agricuitural and
residential rural setting. The Village of Romeo, Michigan lies approximately 1 mile to the west of

the Ford facility. Romeo has a population of approximately 2,000.

The facility is bordered on the north by farmland, on the west by residential areas, on the south by a
golf course and farmland, and on the east by farmiand. Access to the facility is controlled by security

guards at all gates and doors 24 hours per day, 7 d.ﬁys per week.

The nearest surface water body, East Pond Creek, crosses the northeast corner of the facility and is

used for recreational purposes.

According‘ to a hydrogeological investigation conducted by a consultaﬁt to Ford, groundwater is
exploited in the area of the Ford facility for municipal, agricultural, and private water supply
(Keck 1984a). The Village of Romeo operates a municipal well tield approximately 5 miles

northwest of the Ford facility. Several residences along 32-Mile Road use private wells.

The nearest downgradient private well is approximately 1,000 feet east of the Ford facility
(Keck 1984b).

Several wetiand areas are located within a 2-mile radius of the facility (USDI 1978). The wetland
areas lie along East Pond Creek and are typically described as palustrine ecological systems

comprised of emergent scrub and shrub classes (USDI 1978),
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3.0 SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS

This section describes the 11 SWMUs identified during the PA/VSI. The following information is
presented for each SWMU: description of the unit, dates of operation, wastes managed, release

controls, history of documented releases, and PRC’s observations. Figure 2 shows the SWMU

locations.

SWHMU 1 Former Surface Impoundments

Unit Description: SWMU 1 contains two closed surface impoundments, the east and
west lagoons, that were previously used in conjunction with the
WWTP. According to the closure plan, The east lagoon was roughly
triangular in shape and approximaiely 130 feet by 80 feet by 150 feet
by 20 feet deep. The west lagoon was 150 feet by 60 feet by 10 feet
deep and rectangular in shape. Both lagoons were uniined.

Date of Startup: The lagoons were constructed to receive wastewaters from the Romeo
Tractor Plant in the early 1973.

Date of Closure: The lagoons were RCRA closed by Ford in 1985.

Wastes Managed: The lagoons received untreated oily industrial wastewater and

' wastewater treatment sludge from the Romeo Tractor Plants

phosphating and painting line. The phosphating wastewater treatment
studge was considered an FOO6 waste until it was detisted in 1986.

Release Controls: The unit had no known release controls.

History of
Documented Releases: On December 5, 1983, an equipment malfunction caused the lagoons

to overflow. This resulted in a noticeable sheen at the outfall to East
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Observations:

SWMU 2

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

Pond Creek. According to Ford, the groundwater monitoring system

operated from 1984 to 1986 indicated no impacts to groundwater.

SWMU 1 is closed. The area is filled, regraded, and grassed over
(see Photograph No. 1).

Former CSA 1

SWMU 2 was a 100-foot by 150-foot area along the north outside wall
of the main facility building. The unit contained drums of hazardous

waste. [t is believed the area was unpaved.
SWMU 2 was used from the earty' 1973 until its closure in 1984,

According to the facility representatives, this unit was certified RCRA
closed in 1984, However, although the closure plan was approved by
EPA, no record of EPA or MDNR closure certification was located.

This unit managed drums of ignitable waste paint and spent paint
solvent (D001 and F0O3) generated in the paint booths and Paint

Kitchen operations.

It is unknown if this unit had release controls.

During closure activities, approximately 1,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil was removed from the area of Former CSA 1. Soil
samples were collected and analyzed for organic and inorganic
contaminants during the closure. According to Ford, samples
collected from the excavated area did not contain significant

concentrations of constituents of concern.
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Observations:

SWMU 3

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

The former area of SWMU 2 is now occupied by a multi-bay truck

dock. The area is paved over with concrete (see Photograph No. 2).
Former CSA 2

Former CSA 2 was a 20-foot by 70-foot are;a located west of the
former tire storage area as indicated in the original Part A permit
application. Two roli-oft boxes and two trash compactors were used
to contain paint sludge and refuse in Former CSA 2. The area was

underlain by concrete pavement. Former CSA 2 is currently inactive.

SWMU 3 was used from the early 1973 until the tractor plant closed
in 1988, '

SWMU 3 was included on the original Part A permit application in
{980. No RCRA closure activities were performed in conjunction
with the removal of the unit from the facility’s Revised Part A permit
application submitted in 1984, The facility ceased using SWMU 3 for
paint sludge and refuse storage in 1988.

The unit handled nonhazardous waste paint sludge and paint chips
from the water overspray curtains and process cleaning operations
associated with the spray booths. The unit also handled miscellaneous

wood and paper refuse and floor sweepings.

Materials were contained in steel roll-off boxes and compactors. The
boxes and compactors sat directly on concrete pavement in the area of
SWMU 3.

No releases from this unit have been documented.
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Observations:

SWMU 4

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure;

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

Observations:

The unit area is currently used for parking and maintenance storage.
The concrete pavement appeared intact, however, socme weathering

and cracking was noted (see Photograph No. 3).
Former CSA 3

SWMU 4 was indicated in the original Part A permit application as a
drum storage area measuring 180 feet by 50 feet located along the east
side of the building near the northeast corner of the building. No

other information describing the area was available.

This unit was identified in the facility Part A permit application.
However, the unit may have been used prior to the submittal of the

Part A permit application.

The unit was not discussed in the closure plan submitted for container
storage. However, the Former CSA 3 area was removed from the
facility’s revised Part A permit application filed in 1984. The facility
may have discontinued using Former CSA 3 at the same time Former
CSA 1 was closed in 1983.

The facility representatives had no recollection of the types of wastes
handled in SWMU 4.

This unit had no known release controls.

No releases from this unit have been documented.
No wastes or indications of releases were noted during the VSI. The

area currently contains a landscaped walkway and picnic table (see

Photograph No. 4).
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SWMU §

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

WWTP

The WWTP occupies approximately 2 acres of land northeast of the
main facility building. The WWTP contains 15 aboveground tanks
surrounded by a 6-foot-high concrete dike. Wastewater from the
facility is pumped from a lift station located adjacent to the northeast
corner of the facility building. The WWTP primarily functions as an
oil reclamation unit consisting of oil and water separators, oil cracking
units, and storage tanks. Prior to 1988, the WWTP primarily treated
wastewaters from the phosphating and painting lines associated with

the tractor manufacturing operations.
The original WWTP was constructed in 1973.
The unit is active.

Nonhazardous industrial wastewater from the facility containing oil
and cooling fluids are treated in the WWTP. The original WWTP
treated nonhazardous wastewaters from phosphating and painting
operations. Prior to 1986, the wastewater treatment sludge generated
in the WWTP was listed as FOO6 waste,

The WWTP area is contained within a 6-foot-high concrete dike. The
dike was constructed when the plant was modified in 1985, Prior to
1985, release controls consisted of overflow gauges and volume
controls. However, the ground surface within the WWTP was

vulnerabie to releases.

In 1984, wastewater overflowed from process equipment to the ground
surface within the WWTP. The facility determined there was no

significant impact to East Pond Creek. No further information
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Observations:

SWMU 6

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

.concerning the release was available. In October 1983, soil was

removed beneath the waste oil tanks and disposed of off site. During
maodifications in 1985, 120 cubic yards of contaminated soil was
removed from the WWTP and disposed of oft site.

During the VSI, the unit contained an undetermined amount of
wastewater and waste 0il. PRC noted no evidence of release (see
Photographs No. 5, 6, and 7).

Former Paint Kitchen Sump

SWMU 6 contained a 280-gallon, steel UST used to collect spills from
the paint mix room. SWMU 6 was located outside along the west
wall of the facility building.

No documentation of installation of the tank was available. However,
it is assumed that the tank was installed when the facility was
constructed in 1973.

The UST was removed in 1988 when the coolant pit was constructed.

The unit periodically received spilled paint from the mix room that

was listed (FOO3) and characterized as ignitable (D001).

The UST had no known release controls,

No releases trom this unit have been documented. According to a

facility representative, there was no evidence of leakage when the tank

was removed.
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Observations;

SWMU 7

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of

Documented Releases:

Observations:

Ford has built over the unit and the area now houses a coolant
collection system. PRC noted no signs of release in the area of
SWMU 6 (see Photograph No. 8). '

$0-Day CSA

SWMU 7 is a 73 by 32 foot curbed concrete area used to accumulate
drummed hazardous and nonhazardous wastes for fess than 90 days.
The unit area is surrounded by a 6-foot high chain-link fence and is

covered by a corrugated steel roof.

The unit was installed when the former drum container storage area
(SWMU 2) was closed in 1983.

This unit is active.

Currently, the unit manages ignitable waste diesel fuel and gasoline
(P001), and waste antifreeze (D0O08) from the engine testing
dynamometer lab. The unit previously managed hazardous waste

paint and spent solvent (DOOI and FQO3).
The unit is constructed of sound concrete, bermed on all sides by a

12-inch-high concrete berm. The floor drains within the unit lead to

shallow dry sumps capable of collecting potential spills.

No releases from this unit have been documented.
PRC noted two 55-gallon drums of waste gasoline (D00O1) in the unit

at the time of the inspection. PRC did not note any signs of release

(see Photograph No. 9).
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SWMU 8

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of
Documented Releases:

Observations:

Grinding Sludge Hoppers

Two grinding sludge hoppers are located within the facility. The
hoppers collect sludge from the coolant recovery units. One is located
next to the engine assembly section of the facility and the other is
adjacent to the receiving area near the Former Paint Kitchen Sump
(SWMU 6). The hopper near the engine assembly has an
approximately 1.5- cubic-yard capacity. The hopper near the

receiving area has an approximately 20-cubic-yard capacity.

The coolant recovery systems and associated sludge collection hoppers

were installed when the facility was retooled in 1988.
The units are currently active.

SWMU 8 manages nonhazardous grinding sludge separated from
coolant in the coolant recovery unit. The coolant is collected with a

network of channels from grinding machines throughout the facility.

The hoppers are constructed of steel and are located within the facility
on a sound concrete floor. The hopper in the receiving area is

surrounded by a concrete dike.

No releases from this unit have been documented.

The hopper in the receivihg area contained approximately 15 cubic
yards of grinding studge. The engine assembly hopper contained an
undetermined amount of grinding sludge. PRC noted no evidence of

release (see Photographs No. 10 and 11).
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SWMU 9

Unit Description:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of

Documented Releases:

Observations:

SWMU 10

Unit Descfiption:

Date of Startup:

Metal Chip Hoppers

- Two hoppers are used to collect metal chips in the facility. One

1.5-cubic-yard hopper is located near the engine assembly area and the
other, a 20-cubic-yard roll-off box, is in the receiving area located in

the west end of the building. Both hoppers are constructed of steel.

The chip recovery system was installed when the facility was retooled
in 1988.

This unit is active.

Nonhazardous oily metal chips from the coolant recovery units are

accumulated in SWMU 9,

The unit hoppers are constructed of steel and are located within the

facility on a sound concrete floor.

No releases from this unit have been documented.

An undetermined amount of metal chips were accumulating in the
hoppers during the VSI. PRC noted no signs of release (see
Photographs No. 12 and 13).

Oil Garage

SWMU 10 is located adjacent to the dynamometer {ab in the northwest

end of the facility. The area is enclosed.

This unit began operating when the facility was retooled in 1988.
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Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of

Docemented Releases:

Observations:

SWMU 11

Unit Bescription:

Date of Startup:

Date of Closure:

Wastes Managed:

Release Controls:

History of

Bocumented Releases:

This unit is active.

SWMU 10 is used to accumulate drums of waste gasoline (D001),
waste diesel fuel (DO01), and spent waste antifreeze (D0O08).

SWMU 10 is located indoors on a sound conacrete floor. Drums of

waste are kept in spill pans on skids.

No releases from this unit have been documented,

PRC noted four drums of waste gasoline and diesel fuel oil along with
ong drum of waste antifreeze accumulating in SWMU 10 during the
VSI. PRC noted no signs of release (see Photographs No. 14 and 15).
Shipping area

SWMU 11 is located in the returnable oil container return area in the
waest end of the building. The area is indoors on a sound concrete
floor.

This unit began operating after the facility was retooled in 1988.

This unit is active.

SWMU 11 is used to accumulate drums of nonhazardous oil filters.

The ol filters are contained in sound drums kept on wood pallets.

The area of SWMU 11 is underlain by a sound concrete floor.

No releases from this unit have been documented.
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Observations: PRC noted three 55-gallon drums of nonhazardous oil filters
accurnulating in SWMU 11 during the VSI. PRC noted no signs of
release (see Photograph No. 16).
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4.0 AREAS OF CONCERN

PRC identified four AOCs during the PA/VSI. These AOCs are discussed below: their locations are

shown in Figure 2.

AGC 1

AOC 2

AGC 3

Utility Building USTs

Two 15000-gallon USTs located near the utility building were removed in 1989. The
tanks contained gasoline and diesel fuel. The facility representative informed PRC
that no information conéerning removal of the tanks was available. However,
according to MDNR UST regulations, the facility should have documented removal of
the tanks. Documentation should include sample locations and results from the

excavation. This information should be submitted to appropriate MDNR agencies (see
Photograph No. t7).

Dynamometer USTSs

Two 10000-gallon gasoline USTs are located outside the facility near the
dynamometer lab. In 1990, one of the two 10000-gallon tanks leaked from a return
line. The release apparently traveled the pipeline connecting the tank and the
dynamometer lab which contaminated an extensive area of soil. The area is currently
undergoing remediation studies through Geraghty & Miller, Inc. A large area of
affected soils has been removed and disposed of off site. Several monitoring wells
were installed to assess the extent of impact to the groundwater. Pending discussions
with MDNR, Ford plans on implementing a groundwater sparging system to remove
contaminants from the groundwater (see Photograph No. 18). Further discussion of

this area is presented in Section 2.4, History of Documented Releases.
Former Tank Farm

A former aboveground tank farm for xylene storage was located south of the

southwest corner of the facility building. During retooling operations in 1988, the
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AOC 4

aboveground tanks were removed and xylene-contaminated soil was removed from the
former tank farm area and disposed of off site. According to the facility
representative, no information was available concerning the velume of soil femoved or
the numbers and locations of samples collected to determine the extent of
contamination (see Photograph No. 19). Further discussion of this area is presented

in Section 2.4, History of Documented Releases.
Retention Pond

Ford operates an approximately 2-acre retention pond to collect storm water runoff
from the facility grounds. The retention pond is unlined and is an unknown depth. In
the past, several releases from the WWTP (SWMU 5) and the Former Surface
Impoundments (SWMU 1) to the retention pond \k;ere recorded. The retention pond
discharges through a weir directly to East Pond Creek. On several occasions between
1983 and 1985, an oil sheen was visible on the surface of the water discharging from
the retention pond to East Pond Creek. According to the release reports, attempts
were made to collect oil released to the retention pond. However, PRC noted no
records of any other remedial activities regarding releases from the WWTP (SWMU
5) and the Former Surface Impoundments (SWMU 1) to the retention pond (see
Photograph No. 20). Further discussion of this area is presented in Section 2.4,

History of Documented Releases.
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The PA/VSI identified 11 SWMUs and 4 AOCs at the Ford tacility. Background information on the

facility’s location; operations; waste generating processes and waste management practices; history of

documented releases; regulatory history; environmental setting; and receptors is presented in

Section 2.0. SWMU-specific information, such as the unit’s description, dates of operation, wastes

managed, release controls, history of documented releases, and observed condition, is presented in

Section 3.0. AQOCs are discussed in Section 4.0. Following are PRC’s conclusions and

recommendations for each SWMU and AOC. Table 3, at the end of this section, summarizes the

SWMUs and AOCs at the facility and the recommended further actions.

SWMU 1

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

Former Surface Impoundments

The lagoons received untreated oily industrial wastewater and WWTP sludge
from 1973 until 1984. The lagoons were excavated, regraded, and certified
closed in 1985. Prior to RCRA closure, a RCRA groundwater monitoring
system was installed around the lagoons. During its operation betwéen 1984
and 1986, no statistically significant concentrations of indicator parameters
were identified in samples collected from the groundwater monitoring system.

The potential for release to environmental media is summarized below,

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential for release is
low. SWMU 1 was certitied closed following groundwater sampling and
waste excavating. Samples collected during the unit’s closure did not indicate
any residual contamination in the area of SWMU 1 from the former lagoons.
Following the unit’s RCRA closure as a hazardous waste unit, the EPA

decided to exclude Ford’s WWTP sludge from hazardous waste listing.

PRC recommends no further action tor this SWMU at this time.
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SWMU 2

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

SWMU 3

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

Former CSA 1

Former CSA 1 was an area located outside along the north wall of the facility.
Drummed paint wastes and spent solvents were stored in Former CSA 1 until
its RCRA closure in 1983. The potential for release to environmental media

is summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential for release is
low. The area was closed and remediated in 1983. Soil was removed to a
depth of 10 inches across the area of Former CSA 1 during closure. Sample
results indicated that no residual contamination existed from the removed soil.

The area is currently occupied by a concrete truck dock.
PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.

Former CSA 2

Former CSA 2 was listed as a hazardous waste storage area in the facility’s
Part A permit application. However, the paint sludge handled in Former CSA
2 was determined to be nonhazardous. RCRA closure for this unit was not
pursued. Use of former CSA 2 was discontinued in 1988. The potential for

release to environmental media is summarized below.
Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential for release is
low. Steel containers were used to handle waste at SWMU 3. SWMU 3 is

also underlain by concrete.

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.







SWMU 4

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

SWMU 5

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

Former CSA 3

SWMU 4 was included in the facility’s 1980 Part A permit application. No
documentation regarding the unit’s operation or closure was available. The

potential for releases to environmental media is summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential for release is
unknown. Prior waste management practices and secondary containment

features of this unit are unknown.

PRC recommends that documentation of the unit’s waste management

practices and closure be submitted to the MDNR.

WWTP

The WWTP was constructed in 1973 to treat oily industrial wastewater
containing cleaning and phosphating wastes. The WWTP was upgraded in
1985 to handle additional volume and include oil skimming equipment.
During the retooling in 1988, the WWTP was reconfigured to act as an oil
reclamation unit. Several releases were reported from the WWTP before the
retooling in 1988. The potential for release to environmental media is

summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The current potential for
release is low. SWMU 5 was modified extensively in 1985 and 1988.
Modifications included constructing a concrete pad within the WWTP and
surrounding the WWTP with a 6-foot-high concrete dike. All the tanks in the
WWTP are covered and are equipped with high level alarms.

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.
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SWMU 6

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

SWMU 7

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

Former Paint Kitchen Sump

The paint kitchen UST was equipped with an overflow tank. The overflow
tank periodically received spilled paint and solvent. The paint and solvent
was removed from the tank within 90 days. In 1988, the tank was removed.
According to the facility representative, no contamination was discovered
during the removal of the tank. However, PRC noted no documentation of
closure of the tank. The potential for release to environmental media is

summarized below,

Surface water and air: The potential is low. The unit was enclosed and
located below grade, therefore, any potential releases would not reach air or

surface water.

Groundwater and on-site soil: The potential is moderate. Without sampling
results or other documentation indicating the condition of the tank at the time
of removal, it is possible that leaks from the tank may have impacted on-site

subsurface soil and groundwater.
Ford should submit documentation of the tank’s removal to the MDNR.
90-Day CSA

Since the closure of Former CSA 1 (SWMU 2) in 1983, SWMU 7 has been
used to accumulate drums of hazardous wastes. The potential for release to

environment media is summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential is low.
SWMU 7 is a covered, bermed, concrete pad that manages wastes in closed

steel drums.

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.
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SWMU 8

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

SWMU 9

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

SWMU 10

Conclusions:

Grinding Sludge Hopper

SWMU 8 collects nonhazardous grinding sludge separated from the coolant
fluid. The unit is contained inside the facility building. The potential for

release to environmental media is summarized below,

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential is low. The

hoppers are constructed of steel and are kept inside on a sound concrete floor.
PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.

Metal Chips Hopper

SWMU 9 collects metal chips that are separated from the coolant fluid. The
unit is located inside the facility building. The potential for release to

environmental media is summarized below,

Groundwater, surface water, air, on-site soil: The potential is low. The
hoppers are constructed of steel and are kept inside on a sound concrete floor.

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.
0Oil Garage

The oil garage is used to accumulate waste antifreeze, waste diesel fuel, and
waste gasoline generated in the dynamometer laboratory. The area is enclosed
and underlain by a sound concrete floor. The potential for release to

environmental media is summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soil: The potential is low.

Wastes are contained in closed steel drums in the oil garage.







Recommendations:

SWMU 11

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

AOC 1

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.

Shipping Area

SWMU 11 occupies a small portion of the staging area used to store
returnable oil containers. The area is indoors and located on a sound concrete

floor. The potential for release to environmental media is summarized below.

Groundwater, surface water, air, and on-site soil: The potential is low. The

unit is located inside the facility building on a sound concrete floor.

PRC recommends no further action for this SWMU at this time.

Utility Building USTs

AOC 1 is defined as an area adjacent to the utility building where two 15000-
gallon USTs were removed. The tanks were removed after 1989, when
documentation of their removal was required. The potential for release to

environmental media is summarized below.

Surface water and air: The potential is low. The area of concern is located

below grade.

Groundwater and on-site soils: The potential for release is low to moderate.
Without sampling results or documentation indicating the condition of the
tanks at the time of removal, it is possible that leaks from the tanks may have

impacted on-site subsurface soil and groundwater.

Ford should submit documentation of removal of the tanks to the MDNR.
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AOC 2

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

AOC 3

Conclusions:

Dynamometer USTs

A return line leading from two 10000-gallon gasoline USTs failed and
released gasoline during 1990. During the investigation that followed, a large
area of soil contamination was discovered and removed off site for disposal.
Currently, the facility is monitoring groundwater in the area of the spill and
proposing a pump and treat remediation technique. The potential for release

to environmental media is summarized below.

Surface water and air: The potential is low. The area of contaminated soil

and groundwater is located below grade.

Groundwater and on-site soils: Observed release. A release to on-site
subsurface soils and groundwater was documented. Contaminated soil has
been delineated and removed. Groundwater contamination is currently being

studied and remedial options considered.

The facility should continue studying groundwater remediation options to
identify the most effective remedial alternative. The facility should remain in

contact with the MDNR, seeking their approval of corrective actions.

Former Tank Farm

AOC 3 is defined as an area near the southwest corner of the facility building
that contained a xylene tank farm. The aboveground tanks and xylene-

contaminated soil were removed from the area and disposed of off site during
retooling activities. PRC noted no documents describing the soil removal and
the extent of xylene contamination. The potential for release to environmental

media is summarized below.

Surface water and air: The potential is low. The area was remediated during

the retooling activities in 1988.







Groundwater and on-site soils: The potential is moderate. Without sampling
results or documentation of the soil removal, it is possible that residual

contaminated soils exist and present a risk to groundwater.

Recommendations: The facility should submit information describing the removal of the

contaminated soils and the extent of contamination that was remediated.
AOC 4 Retention Pond

Conclusions: AOC 4 is an unlined storm water runoff retention pond that discharges to East
Pond Creek. In the past, the pond received several releases of oil and |
wastewater from the WWTP (SWMU 5) and the Former Surface
Impoundments (SWMU 1) and subsequenﬂy discharge some of this material to
the creek. Repeated releases prior to secondary containment upgrades for the
WWTP and the closure of the Former Surface Impoundments could have
contaminated sediments in the retention pond.- The potential for release to

environmental media is summarized below.

Surface water, air, and on-site soils: The potential is low. The retention
pond is currently adequately protected from releases from SWMUs 1 and 5
and resulting discharges to East Pond Creek. No releases to the retention
pond and subsequent discharge to East Pond Creek have been documented
since 1985, following the upgrades to secondary containment around the
WWTP (SWMU 5) and the closure of the Former Surface Impoundments
(SWMU 1).

Groundwater: The potential is moderate. ‘Hazardous constituents may be

contained in the retention ponds sediments may leach to the groundwater.

Recommendations: PRC recommends that sediment samples be collected from the bottom of the

retention pond and analyzed for hazardous constituents,

RELEASED ~ | |
DATE __ 4§
RIN # ____ o
IITIALS 2~ rﬁf S
{
| ¢

Lot d7

|
=






SWMU

10.

11.

Former Surface
Impoundments

Former CSA 1

Former CSA 2

Former CSA 3

WWTP

Former Paint
Kitchen Sump

90-Day CSA

Grinding Sludge
Hopper

Metal Chips

Hopper

Qil Garage

Shipping Area

TABLE 3

SWMU AND AOC SUMMARY

Dates of Operation

1973 to 1985

1973 to 1983

1973 to 1988

Unknown to 1983

1973 to present

1973 to 1988

1983 to present

1988 to present

1988 to present

1988 to present

1988 to present

Evidence of Release

Contaminated soil
was removed during
closure
Contaminated soil
was removed during
closure

None

Unknown

Contaminated soil
was removed during
1985

Undocumented

hazardous waste UST
closure

None

None

None

None

None

Recommended
Further Action:

None

None

None

Documentation of the
unit’s waste
management practices
and closure should be
submitted to the
MDNR.

None

Documentation of the
removal of the tank
should be submitted
to MDNR.

None

None

None

None






AOC

Utility Building
USTs

Dynamometer
USTs

Former Tank
Farm

Retention Pond

TABLE 3 (Continued)
SWMU AND AOC SUMMARY

Dates of Operation

Evidence of Release

Recommended
Further Action

1973 to 1989

1988 to present

1973 to 1988

1973 to present

Undocumented UST

closure

Contaminated soil
was removed.
Groundwater
remediation is being
proposed

Contaminated soil
was removed during
retooling activities

Several storms have
resulted in oil
discharges to East
Pond Creek. Several
releases from the
former surface
impoundments and
the WWTP entered
the retention pond,

Ford should submit
documentation of
removal of the tanks

Submit groundwater
remediation plans to
MDNR. Begin
corrective actions
with the approval of
MDNR.

Ford should submit
information
describing the
contaminated soils
removed and the
extent of
contamination.

Ford should collect
sediment samples
from the retention
pond and analyze
them for hazardous
constituents
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VISUAL SITE INSPECTION SUMMARY

Date:

Primary Facility Representative:
Representative Telephone No.:

Additional Facility Representatives:

Inspection Team:

Photographer:
Weather Conditions:

Summary of Activities:

Ford Motor Company
Romeo Engine Plant
701 East 32 Mile Road
Romeo, Michigan 48065
MID 078 400 165

June 4, 1993

Staci Swatsenbary, Ford Motor Company (Ford)
313/752-8087

Kathy A. Waskiewicz, Ford

Richard W. Vreeland, Ford

Ron Baker, PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (PRC)
Mary Freibert, PRC

Ron Baker, PRC
Mostly cloudy, temperature ranged from 68 °F to 75 °F

The visual site inspection (VSI) began at 8:00 a.m. on June 4,
1993, with an introductory meeting. The inspection team
explained the purpose of the VSI and the agenda for the visit.
Facility representatives then discussed the facility’s past and
current operations, solid wastes generated, and release history.
Facility representatives provided the inspection team with
copies of requested documents.

The VSI tour began at 12:45 p.m. PRC inspected formerly
operated and active solid waste management units (SWMU)
throughout the facility. The SWMUs inspected on June 4,
1993 included Surface impoundments, Former CSA 1, Former
CSA 2, Former CSA 3, WWTP, Former Paint Kitchen Sump,
90-Day CSA, Grinding Sludge Hoppers, Metal Chip Hoppers,
Qil Garage, and Shipping Area.

On June 4, 1993, PRC also observed areas where releases
from underground tanks were reported. These areas were
designated as areas of concern (AOC) and include the Utility
Building USTs, the Dynamometer USTs, the Former Tank
Farm, and the Retention Pond.

The tour concluded at 2:45 p.m., after which the inspection
team held an exit meeting with facility representatives. The
VSI was completed and the inspection team left the facility at
3:00 p.m.






Photograph No. 1 Location: SWMU 1

Orientation: Northwest Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ The area shown contained the Former Surface Impoundments until their closure. The
area was filled and regraded during the closure.

Photograph No. 2 Location: SWMU 2
Orientation: South Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ This truck bay contained Former CSA 1 until its closure in 1983.



Photograph No. 3 Location;: SWMU 3

Orientation: North Date: June 4, 1993
Description:  Former CSA 2 was located on the concrete area shown next to the former tire storage
building,

Photograph No. 4 Location: SWMU 4

Orientation: South Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ This area was described on the Part A permit application as containing a CSA. It is
now used as a break area by Ford employees.
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Photograph No. 5 Location: SWMU 5

Orientation: Northeast Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ Used oil is unloaded at the corner of the enclosed portion of the WWTP. Waste oil
storage tanks are shown in the background.

Photograph No. 6 Location: SWMU 5

Orientation: South Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ The tanks on the right side of the photo are primarily dewatering and oil storage
tanks. The larger tanks on the left side of the photo are used to clarify water before it
is discharged to the Romeo POTW. Note the encircling concrete dike.
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Photograph No. 7 Location: SWMU 5
Orientation: Northwest Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ The enclosed portion of the WWTP houses product water treatment chemicals.

Photograph No. 8 Location: SWMU 6

Orientation: East : Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ The paint kitchen was located in the area now occupied by the new building addition.
The paint kitchen sump was located underground in the area of the scrap metal roll-
off boxes.
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Photograph No. 9 Location: SWMU 7
Orientation: North Date: June 4, 1993
Description:  Two drums of D001 hazardous waste accumulating in the less than 90-day CSA.

Note seamless, bermed-concrete floor.

Photograph No. 10 Location: SWMU &

Orientation: West Date: June 4, 1993

Description: A large roll-off hopper near the former paint kitchen is used to collect grinding
sludge.
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Photograph No. 11 ' Location: SWMU 8

Orientation: NA ‘ Date: June 4, 1993
Description: A smaller steel hopper is used to collect grinding sludge near the engine assembly
area.
[ =y
| L f_)‘
.“ F
vy
Photograph No. 12 Location: SWMU 9
Orientation: South Date: June 4, 1993

Description: A large roll-off hopper is used to collect metal chips near the former paint kitchen.
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Photograph No. 13 Location: SWMU 9

Orientation: NA ) Date: June 4, 1993

Description: A smaller steel hopper is used to collect metal chips near the engine assembly area.
Note SWMU 9 is shown in left side of photo.

T

Photograph No. 14 Location: SWMU 10

Orientation: Southeast Date:; June 4, 1993
Description: ~ An empty waste antifreeze accumulation drum is shown against the south wall of the

oil garage near the Dynamometer Laboratory.
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Photograph No. 17

Location: AQC 1
Date: June 4, 1993

Orientation: South
The patched section of asphalt outlines the extent of the excavation created to remove

Description:
two 15000-gallon gasoline USTs.

Photograph No. 18
QOrientation: East

Description:

Location: AQC 2
Date: June 4, 1993

The grass area and a portion of the area extending to the building were removed and
disposed of off site following a gasoline release from two 10,000 gallon USTs.
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Photograph No. 19 Location: AOC 3

Orientation: Southeast Date: June 4, 1993

Description: ~ The area shown was formerly occupied by a xylene tank farm. Contaminated soil was
removed and disposed of off site from this area.

Photograph No. 20 Location: AOC 4

Orientation: North Date: June 4, 1993

Description:  The storm retention pond extends along the south bank of East Pond Creek. The
outfall weir can be seen around the far edge of the retention pond. The oil boom is
kept in place to skim runoft entering the retention pond.
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Facility Management Plan
Attachment No. 20 Summary
Ford Romec Tractor Plant
Romeo, Michigan
MID 078 400 165

Background
Notification and Part A application were submitted on time.

The container storage area consisted of an outdoor area of approximately
10,000 square feet. The capacity was approximately 1,000 drums at 55
gallons each. The surface of the storage arez comsisted of a mixture of
slag and sand. Waste paints and solvents (DOCL/F003) were stored in this
area. The facility was closed in 1984.

Two wastewater treatment lagoons were used to store 1,650,000 gallons of
phosphate sludge (FO006). Facility submitted a deliisting petition for the
lagoons, but it was never acted upon. Certification of closure for the
lagoons was received 12/17/85. Above ground wastewater treatment tanks
were erected to be used in lieu of the wastewater treatment lagoons.

The MDNR reviewed the Ford Romeo Closure Certification submittal of
12/17/85, and feel there were deficiencies in the implementation of the
closure plan. These deficiencies included:

1. The UCI method (which is inappropriate for this type of clean-up
activity) in the approved closure plan was not followed.

2. The formula for the UCI in SW-846 is the same as used by Ford, but
they used a different t-statistic value.

3. Only 2 background samples were taken. Using any statistical method
with this small population of data 1s not accurate.

Also, the MDNR requested in a letter to EPA om 6/27/85, that a minimum
total of 24 samples be taken for the rectangular lagoon, and a minimum of
18 samples be taken for the triangular lagoon. The closure certification
indicated the company only sampled 19 stations from the twe lagoomns.

Environmental Significance

Ford Romeo Tractor Plant ig an environmentally significant facility.
Prior releases have been identified on-site. MDNR has not investigated
the releases that company stated have occurred. Documentation of past
spills and associated clean-ups should be looked ait and summarized during
the file search that will be done as part of the preliminary assessment.

The container storage area surface consisted of a mixture of slag and
sand. 10 inches of so0il was removed from the surface of the drum storage
area. So0il sampled were analyzed for E.P. toxicity and the metals






Y

concentrations were below interim drinking water standards. The MDER
recommends clean-ups to background, not drinking water standards.

Past releases include an overflow of the wastewater treatment lagoons in
1983 and an overflow from the wastewater pretreatment tank in 1984.
Visual contamination was seen which consisted of a light sheen of oil on
the ground. Also, the batch treatment tanks in the wastewater treatment
unit have overflowed 7 times since they were build im 1973. Cleanup
consisted of diversion of effluent to wastewater treatment lagoons and
disposal of soil in wastewater treatment sludge roll-off boxes to a HW
landfill. It is not known if any soil testing was done.

Recommendations

A preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) should be carried
out. During the PA, a complete file search needs to be dome to document
past problems at the facility and to check for the presence of solid
waste management units. A site investigation walk—over will be dome with
district and permit staff to check for solid waste management units. The
results of all inspections and environmental monitoring should be loocked
at to assess whether any continuing problems exist that should be ad-
dressed in the FMP or a compliance order. Any areas that may require
corrective action should be identified. During the site investigationm,
production areas should be inspected to look for the presence of solid
waste management units and evidence of spills.

A fully completed Attachment 20 and a finalized FMP will be submitted to
EPA upon completion of PA/ST. Further site investigation work may be
recommended, if the P.A. establishes the need for it.
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o Arttachmsr 20
Nare of Preparer: LDOHOEN RO L
Date:  /d ~/C — S5

Model Facility Management Plan

1. Facility NHame: Cr—b })L M E ¢ E\;ﬂ“;—z‘-p pu\;ﬂ—“

2., Facility I.D. Number: /NID &2 S 00 /A5

-2

i
2. Owner and/or Operator: FC)D\D ,Q?mg CCI’)")PJ%H»/

4, FECility Location: ;O/ 5. ] BQ mii_f RC\ f\b

Street Address

P\Omgo N accmmm  JIIAHIGAN  E00E
City County State zip Code

5. Facility Teleprone (if available): (3/3) 3V ~-&S3/  ¥- 27¢¢
R, ferhrer

6. Intcerim Status and/or Permitted Hazardous Wasté Units and
Capacities of Each Units:

Tvoe of Units Size or Capacity Active or Closed

/ s 9. S ‘
i/Storage in Tanks or 0, &= 7 c,f’,m;@{

Gpprox. JETERRUMS

Containers
Incirerator
Landfill
ZasT -~ (50, 000 gaﬁ/ MW edsaest

.,..l(._ Surface Impoundment C;> LoasT -/ €20, OOOfL/ jéZ/Eé
_ waste Pile
__ Land Treatment

Injection Wells

Others (Specify)

. 7. Permit Application Status: Darcp (' osves (HWIMS action item ‘ Vi
rumber ) "






8. Identification of Bazardous Waste Generated, Treated, Stored or
Disposed at the Facility: ( may attach Part A or permit list or reference
these documents if listing of wastes is
exceptionally loeng - in that case, to complete
this question list wastes of ¢greatest interest
and/or quantity and note that additional wastes
ars managed)

Tvpe of Waste Cuanticy Generated, Treated, Stored or Disposed
{note appropriate categories)
FCC’é LETe, o Oﬂcaﬁ L 2,:/3422:‘245 ) ZJ/_J,(dCiZ?/ ¥ /(’é_f’ffia/

] FET cuisee

8. Review of Response to Sclid Waste Manacement Quest ionaire irdicates: ({check cne)

v//’ Solid Waste Management Units exist {other than previcusly
identified RCRA units)

No Solid Waste Management Units exist (other than previcusly
identified RCRA units)

It is unclsar from review of questionaire whether or not
any solid Waste Management Units exist

_ Respondent indicates that dees not know if any Solid Waste
Management Units exist

10. If the respconse to question 9 is that Sclid Waste Management Units exist,
than check cne of the following:

‘i///’Releases of hazardeus waste or constituents have occurred or
are thought to have occurred

Releases of hazardous waste or constituents have not occurred
’ __ Releases of hazardeus waste or constituents have cccurred or
are thought to have occurred but have been adeguately remedied

1t is not Xnown whether a releass of hazardous waste Or
constituents has occurred






11. The facility is on the Nationzl Priorities List or propcsed update of the List
or ERRIS list
Yes ~ indicate List or update

\

; No
Yes - ERRIS list
Prior to camletion of the Recammendztion portion of the Facility Management
Plan, the attached Appendix must be completed.
12. recommendation for Regional Approach to the Facility: Check one
y///Further Investigation to Evaluate Facility
Permit Ccompliance Schedule
Corrective Action Order (may include compliance schedule)
Other Adminisirative Enforcement
Federal Judicial Enforcsment
Referral to CERCLA for Federally Financed or Enforcement Activity
Voluntary/Negotiated Action

State Action

. . . . Pyl T T
‘Brief narrative in explanation of selection : ~7 g e _5gé/ﬂf/

i alear  Ops  TRisi aliosement o Pecriike /foééﬁul
/ 7/
_;,4‘4 ,74(2’5/, A P ' %vf.?i?f’ e ,Z{ //77{)':7 ,.,_wzz éﬁ/»—?*';?z-_v . _}:&
;/"

v . .
Cj/jﬂ G_Mf/l o SO L (—?/%-9 24—«(,76‘._/7’
L:

a) 1f further imvestigaticn altsrmative is selected:

L//(/ Site inspection - anticipated inspection date

State or Federal inspection /zuggﬁiZiégéQfé
P
\/ Preliminary Assessment = anticipated completien date /7344Q§Zéﬂu5%£;
e

RI/FS = anticipated date of initiaticn

State/Federal

Private Party ) identify party(ies)







by 1f Permit Alternative is Selected: Projected Schedule

Iate of Part B Submission:.

Date of Camleteness Check:

Date for Additional Submissions {(if required):

Date of Campletion of Technical Review:

Campletion of Draft Pemnit/Permit Denial:

Public Notice for Permit Decision:

Date of Hearing (if approoriate):

Date for Final Permit or Denizl Issuance:

Description of any corrective action provizions to be included in permit -

c) I1f Corrective Action Order Alternative is Selected:.

Estimated [Date for Crder Issuance:

Description of Provisions of the Order to be Completed by
Facility:

Description of Campliance Schedule to be Contained in Order:

- d) 1f Other Administrative Enforcement Action is Selected:

Projected Date for Issuance of the Order:

Description of Provisions or Goals of the Order:







@) If Judicial Enforcement Alternative Selected:

Date of Referral to Office of Regiconal Counsel:

£} If Referral to CERCIA for Action Selected:

Date of Referral to CERCLA Sections:

g) If veoluntary/Negotiated Action Altermative if Selected:

Date of Initizl Contact with Facility:

Description of Goals of Contact or Discussions with
Facility:

Date for Tewmination of Discussions if Not Successful:

Date of Finalization of Settlement if Negotiation Successful:

hi If State Action Alternative is Selected:

Date for Referral to State:

Neme of State Contact:

Phone:







APPENDTX

The questions constituting this Appendix to the Facility Management Plan
st be filled out prior to completion of recommendation elements of the Plan,
The purpose of this appendix is to provide a summary docamentation of the
State and/or U.S.EPA review of available information on the subject facility,
The intent is that a comrehensive £ile review will be comducted as the basis for
selection of the recommended approach to a given facility, 1If the Appendix is
comleted by State personnel questions referring to available datz reference
information in State files:; for Federal personnel the reference is to Federal
files. Where guestions refer to "all® available data or informstion and such
material is voluminous, the response should indicate that files are voluminous,
and then reference most telling information, for example groundwater contaminants found
frequently or at extremely high concentrations should be specifically listed,
and information mest directl tly supporting recommended approach to facility should
be described. If rno information is available in facility £ilss, the response should
50 indicate, It is alsc anticipated that this Appendix may be updated pericdically
as rore information becomes available.

1. Description of All Available Monitoring Data for Facility:
Tvoe cf Data Date Author Summary of Results or
_ Conclusions
" /22 ES o

2. Description of Enforcement Status:

Tyoe of Action Date Liocal, State or Federal Result or Status
ConNsermr Poees. ’0/9759 Fenspac oK
MENT

tomftnsy founol Lo Le @ﬂ?ﬁty FOOG  cerralo

M?de






3. Description of Any Coamlaints fraom Public:
Source of Commlaint  Deste Recipient Subiect and Response

Czkﬁ,<;¢u4ug§§ LG Jé%ﬁiév7 i%:/&abg ford Cevoile r o Ef’dzﬂ{;ég

7

Pold o ¢ HLOD ﬁu&é?/ Al - % S

/m, ﬁ,o-méaaé ,éun_«n dg ho e /\?///&{/

_roaalio /ém cr /m W

4. Description of All Inspection Reports fer Facxllty:

Date of Inspection Inspecror (Local,sState, Conclusions or Comments
D) E Federal) '
ertfe SegeprT -F
-7 . s Fc':LL:.)
T/l FeEbean i . e DEFICIENAIES
' TENT AEESRDOUS TLODoE TE S
= \E} A NESDEs SHW MONITORING
z /21 /83 FEDERO L 55 TE

T2 B Nineg + CeastBE Plams NeT
Foor s A7 S TE

5. During inspection of this facility did the inspector note any evidence of past
" disposal practices mot currently regulated under RCRA such as piles of waste
or rubbish, injection wells, pends or surface impoundments that might
contain waste or active or inactive landfills?

Yes = give date if inspecticn and describe observation

\/f N Don't know






£. Do inspection reports indicate observations of discolored soils or dead vegeta-
tion that might be caused by a spill, discharge or disposal of hazardous wastes
or constituents?

Yes - indicate date of report and describe observaticns

\/ No

e

bontt know
7. Do inspection reports indicate the presence of any tanks at the facility
witich are located below grade ard could possibly leak without being
noticed by visual observation?

Yes = date of inspection and describe information in report

\/ Don't know

8. Does a groundwater monitoring system exist at the facility? )

. 9. If answer to guestion 8 is yes, is the groundwater system capable of monitoring
both regulated RCRA units and other Solid Viaste Hanagement Units? e s

Explain = 77Lu-? w"-/;-{ja,ua éegm M&?é/dadf r'focm?/zacb’e«;l!‘
Lonier Fo g clovis)

10. Is the groundwater monitoring system in compliance with applicable RCRA
groundwater monitoring standards? oo f oo

If no, explain deficiency (WQ%? _gfévﬂa’ mmiﬁr};«wg
o BG5S, bt inanlFiied ki in cen INE L Go

% C‘A?Cé‘ Itf am-éﬂe‘ ag‘i)—.(kmA‘/};“'JV/, //M A?me?f o/: 2

P
me-fé'u%; Jwﬁﬂ;a_)‘ {9&705&%-# PN/ (#.;Q, #3) Y Cars b |
v C/e':Q‘A‘;\ /‘Srm .fago’f:mo} et /oi o* Aus S O/Oumyad;aj we,//
e o Shik b cuthing  bilow 1Y Kot







11l. Decribe all information on facility subsurface geology or hydrogeclogy

available.
Tvpe of Information  Author Date Summary of Conclusions
2] T T P :
/’{ = ‘{/3’7/ 57 < Lot etz Cigres &%41’
Wl Jeototbotor, v 5/57/8Y D S B oo iadin.

TIWHS DppadiadieTars 7 5//s /P

12. Did the facility submit a 103(c) notification pursuant to CERCIA?

Yes Date of Notification

I/NO

13. If answer to 12 is yes, briefiy summarize content of that notification.
(waste management units identified, type of wasts concerned)

14, Has a CERCLA Preliminmary Assessment/Site Investigation (PA/Si) been campleted
for this facility?

Yes

No






15, If answer to question 14 is yes, briefly describe conclusions of the PA/SI
focusing on types of envirommental contamination found, wastes and sources

of contamination,

15; If available, having reviewed the CERCIA notification, RCRA Part A and RCRA
Part B, it appears that: (CERCLA unit refers to unit or area of concern in
CERCLA response activity)
RCRA and CERCIA units are same at this facility
RCRA and CERCLA units are clearly different units

There is an overlap between the RCRA and CERCLA units
{ scme are the same, sane are different)

17, Description of Any Past Releases cr Envirommental Contaminaticons:

Type/Source of Release Date Material Released Cuantity Response

g o g lagaono (R)/2/F3  FODC 7 lphl < W%/ﬁ%

@é_
S e

Bualeh tizaZimerd Zants o womeZiwali LiaZomot <o

%ﬁ:"‘/&a . /Jﬁwcé 77 vl L _LrcaToseendt
wﬁz/Zsz/)ng ,é

=






18, Identification of Reports or Documentation Concerning Each Release
Described in Item 17,

Title/Type of Report Date Author Recipients Contents

18. Highlight any information gaps in the £ile - describe any plans to obtain
additional needed information.

20, Summary of major envirommental problems noted, desired solution and possible
approaches.

Problem solution Arproach Pros and Cons







CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Ford Motor Compan R r] HERTS - Romeo Tractor and
Ford TractorOp:ratglons i‘% Ltv L['F) LE' }_ % _;e,\ ﬁj: Equipment Plgnt
[ et 701 East 32 Mile Road
Romeo, Michigan 48065

Mr. David A. Stringham gEE 1] 3 1386 January 28, 1986
Chief, Solid Waste Branch
RCRA Activities, Region V OFYD ¢ KD

PO Box A3587 U.S. EPA, BTGION V

Chicage, Illinois 60690

Subject: Information Regarding Potential Releases from
Sclid Waste Management Units
Ford Motor Company, Romeo Tractor & Equipment Plant
EPA ID No. MIDO78400165

Dear Mr. Stringham:

In response to your letter of December 12, 1985, we are submitting
the information you reguested. We believe that corrective action is
not authorized under Section 3004(u) or Section 3008(h) of the Solid
Waste Disposal Act, as amended, by the Hazardous Waste Amendments of
1984,

Corrective action is required from "any solid waste management unit
at a treatment, storage, or disposal facility seeking a permit”.
Corrective action 1s not required for the lagoons or container
storage area that previously served as waste storage facilities at
the Romeo Tractor Plant because we are not '"seeking a permit" for
these facilities. In addition, the facilities covered by the
statutes include only the waste storage facilities and any attempt to
expand that term to the entire plant site is inappropriate.

On November 18, 1980, as modified January 31, 1984, we submitted Part
- A applications for permits to store hazardous waste at two lagoons
and a container storage area at the Plant. The contalmer storage
area was closed under RCRA interim status in November, 1%84 pursuant
to a closure plan submitted by Ford in January, 1984 and approved by
EPA in April, 1984. The lagoons were closed under RCRA interim
status in December, 1985 pursuant to & closure plan submitted by Ford
Motor Company in October, 1984 and approved by EPA in March, 1985.
Accordingly, Ford Motor Company 1s nmo longer seeking a permit.

i
[
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Also, corrective actions apply only to a facility 'seeking a
permit'. The EPA has attempted by its final codification rule
published in the July 15, 1985, Federal Register (50 FR 28702-55) to
expand "facility" to include the entire site under the control of the
owner or operator engaged in hazardous waste management. This is an
unauthorized expansion of the legislative language and is invalid for
various other legal reasons. We understand this is one of the issues
to be resolved in a judicial review of the final codification rule.

1f vou require any additional information comerning this submittal,
please contact Mr. Joseph W. Moosekian, Plant Engineering Department
on (313) 752-8303.

Sincerely,

7{ Lgff%fi:—f—*““'”
lﬁﬂw?ﬁ‘ﬁgﬂﬁérckhof,
Planf Manager

Attachment

cc: G. Kircos
V. H. Sussman

JWM/0034g






CERTIFICATION REGARDING POTENTIAL RELEASES FROM
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT UNITS

Facility Name : Ford Motor Company, Romeo Tractor Plant

EPA I.D. Number : MID 078400165

Location City : Romeo

State : Michigan, 48065

1. Are there any of the following solid waste management units {(existing

or closed) at your facility? NOTE: DO NOT INCLUDE HAZARDOUS WASTE
UNITS CURRENTLY SHOWN IN YOUR PART A APPLICATION.

Yes No_
. Landfill X
. Surface Impoundment - :E:
. Land Farm T X
. Waste Pile e x
. Incinerator T X
. Storage Tank {Aboveground) X T
. Storage Tank {(Underground) x T
. Container Storage Area “x e

Injection Wells T X

Wastewater Treatment Units x -
. Transfer Stations - :g:
. Waste Recycling Operations ::: ES

Waste Treatment, Detoxification L X

. Other

If there are '"Yes" answers to any of the items in Number 1 above,
please provide a description of the wastes that were stored, treated
or disposed of in each unit. In particular, please focus on whether
or not the wastes would be considered as hazardous wastes or hazardous
constituents wunder RCRA. Also include any available data on
quantities or volume of wastes disposed of and the dates of disposal.
Please also provide a description of each unit and include capacity,
dimensions and location at facility. Provide a site plan if available.

See Attachment I1

NOTE: Hazardous wastes are those identified in 40 CFR 261. Hazardous

constituents are those listed in Appendix VIII of 40 CFR Part
261.
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3. For the units noted in Number 1 above and alsc those hazardous waste
units in your Part A application, please describe for each unit any
data available on any prior or current releases of hazardous wastes or
constituents to the environment that may have occurred in the past or
may still be occurring.

Please provide the following information:

Date of release

Type of waste released

Quantity or volume of waste released

. Describe nature of release (i.e., spill, overflow, ruptured pipe or
tank, ete.)

oL gOm

See Attachment II

4., In regard to the prior or continuing releases described in Number 3
above, please provide (for each unit) any analytical data that may be
available which would describe the nature and extent of environmental
contamination that exists as a result of such releases. Please focus
on concentrations of hazardous wastes or constituents present in
contaminated scil or groundwater.

See Attachment III

I certify under penalty of law that this document and 2ll attachments
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a
system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and
evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person
or persons who manage the gystem, or those persons directly
responsible for gathering the information, the submittal is, to the
best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am
aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for
knowing violations. (42 U.S.C, 6902 et seq. and 40 CFR 270,11(d)).

J. van de Kerckhof, Plant Manager
Tyi?d Name and Title

S A l; s

2/)336

Dafe

Je

_ﬂ‘ij"'gignature

0034g REV 8~1-85
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Paint Spill
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Attachment I

SITE PLAN

Container Storage /;iii,ﬁ%'ﬁ:“ [.-—fffj
(Closed) -7 .

Surface Impoundments (Closed)
Trash Compactore
Paint Sludge

Chemical Tank m
“ Storage Aren

Wastewater
Treatment Plant

~ Container Storage

Wastewster Treatment Sludge
" Storage Area
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Attachment IT
Page 1 of 5

Potential Releases from Solid Waste Management Units
Ford Motor Company Romeo Tractor Plant
MID 078400165

Solid Waste Management Unit Descriptions.
Attachment I is a plant site plan.

A. Container Storage Area - See Site Plan = Attachment I.

A container storage area (73" x 37') for hazardous waste stored in
55-gallon drums is shown on the plant site plan. This area is
curbed and secured by a 6' chain link fence. Storage of hazardous
waste includes waste paint, spent sclvent and occasionally
non—-hazardous material such as grease and oily waste water. Some
of the non-hazardous materials may contain hazardous constituents
listed in 40 CFR 261, Appendix VIII. All bhazardous wastes are
removed by a license hazardous waste hauler for disposal or reclaim
within 90 days pursuant to 40 CFR 262.34.

Container Storage Area (Closed) - See Site Plan - Attachment I.

On January 31, 1984, a closure plan was submitted te the U.S.
E.P.A. for the closure of a 10,000 Sq. Ft. container storage area
located north of the Manufacturing Plant. Included in the January
31, 1984 submittal was the necessary closure certification and
information as required under 40QCFR 265.115. The Plan called for
the removal of all hazardous waste containers (approximately 12,000
gallons of paint and solvent mixtures) to be transported to an U.S.
E.P.A. approved incineration facility in Ohio. Approximately, ten
inches of soil was removed from the storage area and disposed of in
a secure hazardous waste landfill. The closure plan was approved
by the Waste Management Division U.S. E.P.A., Region 5, April 17,
1984,

Aboveground Chemical Storage Area (Waste Plant)

An aboveground chemical tank storage area 1s located on the west
side of the wastewater treatment plant. Two (2) 10,000-gallon
waste o0il tanks are located in this area. The area is contained by
a 2' concrete dike that was installed when the wastewater treatment
plant was built in 1973. In October, 1983, the soil underneath
this storage areaz was removed and a concrete floor installed. The
soil was removed by a licensed contractor and disposed of in a
secure hazasrdous waste landfill.

The waste oil stored in the (2) 10,000-gal. storage tanks is oil
removed during the wastewater treatment process. The oil
(estimated 20,000-gal. per year) is sold for reclaim. The oil is
not a hazardous waste but may contailfh hazardous constituents.
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Wastewater Treatment Units {See Site Plan - Attachment I)

The original wastewater treatment facility for this plant was
constructed im 1973. It 1included (5} 30,000-gal. batch treatment
tanks; (2) 10,000-gal. sludge holding tanks; (2) 10,000-gal. chrome
treatment tanks, a 150,000-gal. final effluent tank and a centrifuge

for siudge dewatering. The facility received approximately
120,000-gal. of plant process wastewater per day, primarily from
inplant paint spray booths and phosphating washers. The facility

never utilized the chrome treatment system because a process using
chrome was never installed at the Plant.

All plant process and o0ily wastewaters drained by gravity to one of
two below grade wetwells from which it was pumped into ome of (5)
30,000-gal. batch treatment tanks. Wastewater treatment included the
addition of alum or ferric chloride to adjust the pH. The batch tank
was then mixed for 10-15 minutes, and a2 hydrate lime slurry was added
to return the pH between 7 and 8. A polymer was then added for solids
settling; one to two hours was normally allowed. The ligquid sludge
was removed from the bottom of the batch tank and transferred to a
sludge holding tank. From there it was dewatered using a centrifuge
filter. Approximately 20 vyards of sludge from the centrifuge was
accumulated monthly in a hopper and removed by a licensed contractor
for off-site disposal. The water removed by the centrifuge was
recirculated to the wastewater treatment plant wetwell for
retreatment. The clear effluent was discharged from the bottom of the
batch tanks to the municipal sewer. Frequently a layer of oil wouléd
remain the batch tank after all the clear effluent was removed. This
01l laver was pumped to an oil storage tank located on site.

The facility had two lagoons located near the wastewater treatment

plant that were originally installed for the storage of waste oil and
sludge from the treatment process. .The lagoons were also used to hold
excess wastewater that could not be handled directly by the treatment
plant or to equalize the wastewater so it could be treated more
effectively at a later time. The lagoons were occasionally skimmed
for o0il and excess wastewater pumped off and recirculated to the
treatment tanks. '

The Plant submitted its closure plan for the surface impoundment on

Qctober 1, 1984 which was approved by the U.S5. EPA on March 13, 1985.

The plant implemented 1its surface impoundments closure plan and
certification pursuant to 40 CFR 265.228 and 265.112 for both of its
hazardeus waste surface impoundments in 1985.
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Wastewater Treatment Units (Cont'd.)

In 1985, the plant completed construction of modifications to
upgrade the existing facilities at its wastewater treatment plant.
The purpose of these improvements was to include additional
wastewater treatment capacity that would allow the plant to confine
any treatment of hazardous waste to totally enclosed "wastewater
treatment units' per &40 CFR 260.10, cease operation of both
hazardous waste surface impoundments and withdraw from the RCRA
permit program.

The modification to the waste treatment plant included a flow-thru
gravity operation consisting of a mew screening building, (2)

190,000~gal. influent tanks with weirs for oil skimming. The
modifications of (5) 30,000-gal. batch treatment tanks to include
0il skimming weirs. The conversion of (2) 10,000-gal. chrome

treatment tanks to sludge holding tanks, and the installation of a
new 15 cubic foot sludge filter press.

Additionally, a spill containment area was constructed surrounding
the treatment tanks consisting of 6' diked walls and concrete

floors. The process wastewater now 1s pumped through a rotary
filter for debris removal and then into one of (2} 190,000-gal.
influent tanks. The water is drawn from the bottom of the tanks

into one of (5) 30,000-gal. batch treatment tanks. (01l is allowed
to separate and overflow a weir into one cof (2) 20,000-gal. oil
storage tank for reclaim), The wastewater treatment process
remains the same with the addition of alum and ferric chloride.
After the sludge is removed from the sludge tanks it is dewatered
through a sludge filter press and dropped into a 12 cubic yard
roll-~off box. The sludge is now stored outside in a 577x30'
covered storage area with diked walls and sloped concrete floor.
This modification was completed in 1985 and is located at the south
end of the wastewater treatment facility.

Approximately 24 cublc yards of sludge is generated each month and
is shipped in roll-off boxes by a licensed contractor to a secure
hazardous waste landfill. We understand that EPA considers this
waste to be a listed hazardous waste F0O06, however test results for
E. P. toxicity, corrosivity, reactivity and ignitability confirm
that this waste does not exhibit hazardous characteristics.

Trash Compactor

Two trash compactors are used by the plant to compress refuse
incliuding wood pallets, wood dunnage, cardboard, paper, glass,
textiles and fleoor sweepings into 40 cubic yard Dboxes.
Approximately (3) boxes of compacted trash are removed each
operating day for off-site disposal. '
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F. Residual Paint Waste from Process Cleaning Operations.

The waste and paint sludge from the paint spray booth systems 1is
removed from the manufacturing plant and disposed of into (2) 12
cubic yards lugger boxes in the vicinity of the trash compactor
area. The boxes are removed appoximately once per month by a
licensed contractor and dispesed of off-site. This paint sludge
waste does net  exhibit  the  hazardous  characteristics  of
ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity or EP toxicity and is not a

listed hazardous waste. It may, however, contain hazardous
constituents.

G. Underground Tank,

A 280-gallon underground storage tank located north of the paint
mix room is used to contain spills from the mix room. If a spill
occurs, the spilled material is removed from the tank within 90
days per 40 CFR 262.34, The waste collected in this tank may, at
times, be characterized as a hazardous waste {EPA No. D001) and may
contain hazardous constituents.

3. Potential Releases of Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Constituents.

A. History of Pollution Incidents at Sclid Waste Management Units.

. October 18, 1977 - Ref. US-EPA Report 585-018 - Accidental
discharge of 5300-gallons oily waste to the Village of Romeo
Waste Treatment Plant. This discharge was due to operator

error. An oil recovery contractor assisted the plant during
clean-up.

December 5, 1983 - Ford Motor Company Report dated December
16, 1983. A 3" wvalve had blown off of the final effluent
tank and caused an overflow of the lagooms. During clean-up
operations, a light oil sheen was observed at the outfall.

. July 4, 1984 - Ford Motor Company Report July 19, 1984.
Michigan Department of Natural Resources Log #07-84-01-0099.
Overflow of wastewater from Pretreatment Plant due to some
process equipment not being shutdown for the one day holiday
period. There was no observed impact to East Pond Creek
other than the presence of a slight oil sheen.
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3. Potential Releases of Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Constituents.
{Cont'd.)

B. Conversation with wastewater treatment personnel indicates that the
batch treatment tanks have overflowed approximately (7) times since
"construction in 1973. <Cleanup operations consisted of diverting
the water to the surface impoundments and disposing of contaminated
soil in the wastewater treatment sludge containers. During
modifications in 1985, contaminated soil (approximately 120 Cubic
Yards.) was removed from under the treatment tanks and disposed of
at a hazardous waste landfill. This secil may have contained
hazardous constituents. After the removal of this soil (estimated
120 cubic yards) borings were randomly taken of the surrounding
area and a composite sample was tested for E.P. toxicity. (See
Attachment IV dated April 22, 1985) The area surrounding the

treatment plant is now completely contained by &' concrete walls
and concrete floors.

4. Analytical Data.

. TFive (5) groundwater monitoring wells were installed 1in the
vicinity of the former lagoons. Results of analyses of samples
taken from these wells is included as Attachment III.

. Test results from soil from under wastewater tfreatment' tanks and
containment area prior to placement of concrete floor is Attachment
Iv.






Remen Trecter Plant

Ground Hater Henitering Dava

Drinking Hater ond Weter Bualitv Paremeters

Well:

i

Dewn Lradaent

Date Sampled; OB-08-B4

Static
Arsanic
Harivn
Cadrivm
Chremiun
Fiveride
Lead
Hercury
Hitrate
Seleniun
Bilver
Endrin
Lindane
Hethoxycher
Tozaphene
2,4-D
2,4,5-TP/Silvex
Radive
Gross Alpha
Gress Beta
‘Colifors Bact.
Chleride
Iron
Hanganese
Phenois
Sediun

Evlfate

Units

Feet 747.72
me/l 0.003
rg/l 0,300
wa/l (k.00
wg/l 0.030
ag/l 0.7B0
ag/l (§.050
=g/l 0.081
ros1 0.120
nug/l <0.00%
mg/1 (0.020
v/l (0.0602
v/l (0.064
vg/1 {0,140
sg/1 (0.00%
ug/1 <.100
v/l {b.D1d
pCisl {1.00
pCi/l (2,00
pCisl o.00

ca/100m1 (1,60

g/l 27.0
mg/1l 5,70
mg/1 0-390
wgsl {0.p82
rg/l 19.8
ng/1 50,0

Tine of Euecetien: 01/23/86

184B.& est The

Attachment 111
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Remee Tracter Flant
Ground Meter Renitering Data
Centaninatien Indiceting Parameters

Well: | Dawn Gradient

Dete Sampled: 0B-EB-84

Parameter Units

Static Faet 747.72
phl 7,48
phd 7.46
ph3 7 .47
phd 7.46
Wumber of Samples )
Hean Value 7.44
Yariance 2.42E-05
Standard Deviatien 4.92E-03 .
Sp.Cond! wmhos/ca 740 .
Sp.Cond2 umhos/cn 740,
So.Cend3 umhes/cR 740 .
Sp.Condd umhes/sctn 740.
Humber of Samples 4
Hean Value 740.6
Variance 0, 80E+DD
Standard Deviation 0.00E+0D
TOCS ag/l 4.80
Focz mg/1 4.80
TOC3 mg/l 4.00
TOC4 re/1 3.00
Huwber of Samples 4
Mean Yalve 3,75
Variance 2.80E-21
Standard Deviation S5.006E-01
TOX1 mn/l 0.1%%
TOX2 mg /1l 0,156
TOX3 LU 0.155
TOX4 rg/l 0.15¢
Huwber of Samples 4
Hean Value 0.152
Yariance B.33E-bdb

Standard Deviatien 2.B9E-83

Sumnary of Hell Sampling Data

Parameier Hean Yaive Varisnce 5td, Deviation HNumber of Semples

4

pit: 7.46 2.42E-03 4,92E-03 4
5p.Cond: 740.0 §.80E+00 0.08E+00D 4
TOC: 1,72 2.50E-D1 S.00E-01 4
T0x: 0.152 8.33E-06 2.85E-03 4

Time of Ezecution: 01/23/B6 1502.2 est Thy






Romeo Traecier Plant

Greund Mater Henitering Batz

Pripking Bzter ang Yater Quality Parameters

Heli: 14

Date

Statac
prEEnic
Bariuve
Catdniva
Chrorium
Flvoride
Lead
Hercery
Nitrate
Seleniuvm
Eilver
Endrin
Lindane
Hethexvchor
Tezaphene
2,4-D
2,4,5-TP/Silvex
Radivm
Gress Alpha
Lress Beta
Celiform Bact.
Chleride
iron
Henganese
Phenols
Sedium

Sulfate

Bewn Cradient

Sempled: 10-22-84

Units

Feet 747.59
mg/l §.005
ng/l 1.04
#g/l 0. 010
mg/l 0.020
rg/1 6.240
wg /1 (0,056
Rg/l {0.0005
mug/1 (g.020
wg/l 0,005
ag/1 0.020
ug/i <6.opaz
ug/l {6.004
ug/1 {8.100
ug/3 {0,005
ug/1 <g.100
ug/l <0.010
pCisl {1.00
pCi/l 7,08
pCisl 6.00

co/16bml {1,010

ng/l 20.0
rg/] g.08
mg/l B.239
mg/l 0.0te
e 13.0
mg/l 71.0

Tire of Executien; 0§1/23/84

1059.4 est Thu

Attachment L..
Page 3 of 22







Romes Tractisr Plant

Ground Hater Henitvering Dats

Centaaination Indicaving Parameters

ell: 14 Dewn Graegient

Date

Sanpled:

Paraneter

Static

phl
ghi
phd
pha

Unite

Feet

Humber of Samples
tiean Valuve

Yariance
Stendard

Sp.Condl
Sp.Cond2
Ep.Condd
Sp.Cond4

Deviatien

wahas/cn
uahes/cm
wahas/CA
ushes/cn

Rumber of Samples
Hean Valve

Variante
Standard

Tacy
T0C2
TOC3
10C4

Deviatiaon

ngsl
g/l
mg/l
rg/l

Kumber of Samples
Hean Value

Variance
Standard

T0X1
Taxz
TOL3
TOx4

Deviation

g/l
Mg/l
ng /1
ng/l

Wumber of Samples
Hean Value

Variance
Standard

Deviation

18

oo

5.

B

[

-2e-B4

747.39

ARt I )
o o~ O O
ER- RN

4
7.60

LDOE+00
.U0E+00D

740,
740.
735,
740,
&
738.8

L2SE+DD
LEEE+00

Lbe
.o
g1
.60

4

2.20

SHE-M
0GE-D1

FaTd B G

0.118
0.49%
0.0%8
0.409%

4
8,100

<30E-05
JS6E-03

Sympary of Hell Sampling Data

Attachment ..

L

Parsmeter Wean Value Variance Std. Deviatien Humber of Samples
pH1 7.40 8. 8BE+O0 @.60E+DD
Ep.Cond: 736.8 6.25E+08 2.50E<88
TOC: 2.28 2.50E-01 5.80E-01
T0%: 0.100 4. 30E-05 &.96E-03

Time of Esecution:

01r23/B& 1502.2 est

The

Page 4t of 22






Romeo Tractor Plant

Greend Hater Hemiterinmg Date

Pripking Hater and Hever Quality Paremeters

el

Dat

Parareter

Statnc
freenic
Bariue
Ladmivn
Chreniun
Fluoride
Lead
Hercury
Witrate
Gelenivn
Silver
Endrin
Liandane
HBethozycher
Tosaphene
2,4-D
2,4,5-T#/8ilvex
Radium
Gress Alpha
Gross Beta
Coliferm Bact.
Chleride
iren
Hanganess
Phenels
Sediun

Sulfate

Time of E

I 14  Dewn Lraedient

e Sampled:

Feert
me/l
ma/l
wasl
LT7a
ag/l
rg/1
Ag/l
mg/l
my/l
ag/1
ug/i
ug/1
uvg/l
ug/l
ug/1
g/l
pLisl
pLi/l
pCisl
co/100ml
ag/l
mg/l
ry /1
ng/l
rysl
rg/1

zecytinn:

01-08-B8%

748.57
0.0
0,428
(0,816
{p.020
0,260
0. 050
(0.6805
{0.020
{0,065
{0,620
(b, o002
(0.6064
{0.100
{0.005
{0.100
{0.010
41,900
{2.00
{3.60
{1.80
2L.0
2.80
0.130
{0,082
3.0

71.1

01/23/84

04-10-B3

749,17
t8.803
£.150
{0.010
(0,028
8.140
(0.050
40.000%5
0.020
{0.003
(0.020
(0.0002
<0.004
(0.148
<0.00%
\'D.l&ﬁ.
{6,010
<1.08
{2.00
{3.00
{1.88
1B.1
2.00
0. 080

8.084

79.0

1184.3 est Thu

Attachment ITT
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Remea Tracter Plant

Ground Bater Renitsring Data

Contaminatien Indicating Parametiers

Hell: 14 Down Gradient

Date Sampled:

Parameter Units

Stetic Feet

phi

ph2

phd

phd

Hysber of Sanples
Hean Yalue
Nariance

Standard Bevistien

Sp.Condl umhos/ca
Ep.Cend2 wmhas/ch
Sp.Cond3 umhps oo
Sp.Lendd ushos/cm
Hurber of Samples
Hean Yalue
Varisnce

Standard Deviatien

ToC1 ag/l
Tocz Mg/l
T0C3 rg/l
TOC4 R/l
Humber of Samples
Aean Valse
Variance

- Biandard Deviation

TOXE rg/1
TOX2 ng/l
TOX3 #g/l
ToX4 #ag/l
Humber of Samples
Hean Valuve
Variance

Standard Deviation

Sumsary of HWell Samrpling Data

0

1-88-B5

74B.57

=2
- RN ]
e b e N -

5.58

3. 46E-D2

1

,BLE-Q3

220,

715,
Al B
720,

4
716.3
L29E+01
JFIE4DD

3.00
3.00
1.00
3.00

4

3.0
LDOE+0B
(BOE4OD

6,050
4.050
L.040
0.050
4
0.D48
JSUE-85
LBOE-03

04-1§-B5

74%.17

.42
-
4B
.49
4
b.46
.0RE-03
JAsE-G2

o & oo

ot —

20.
636,
629,
&30,

4 .

625, 1
1.338+01
5.77E+00

0
0
'
.

[ PN
cooo o

4

6,25
JRIE4DD
L9FE+00

Ta oo

0.120
B.110
8,408
0.04%

&

0.168
2.53E-02
\59E-B1

-

0%-30-85

74k .84

&.90
7.00
7.18
7.10

4

7.63
9.17E-03
9 5742

&80,
780,
786,
710,

4

£97.5
1.5BE+02
1.26E+D!

11.0
1.0
26.0
9.0

4

15,25
2,43E+01
4,92E+00

0.0%%
8.183
§.100
¢.182
4

8.101

3. 33E- 06
1,B3E-63

Parsmever Hean Value Variance 5td, Deviation Humber of Samples
pH: 6.82 8.42E-02 2. 90E-11 12
Sp.Cand; 879.6 1.75e+03 4.18E+41 12
Toc: B.17 3.83E+01 6. 1FE+00 12
T0X: 0,108 ¥.53E-83 §.76E-02 12
Time of Execwtion: 01/23/86 1502.2 est Thy

A Ulllell e L1y

Page 6 of 22
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Esmes Tracier Plant
Erevnd Hater Kenitering Data
Deinking Hater and Hater Quality Parameters

Bell: 2 Up Gradient

Date Sampled: 0B-03-B4 $0-22-54

Parameter Units

Static Feet 74B8.13 748.32
freenic ng/l {8,90% {0.00%
Bariuwn rg/1 0.§ED {6,100
Cadaitn wg/1 {¢.010 {0,018
Chremiye ag/l {0.620 0.820
Flueride ®wg/l 2.180 0.240
Lead wg/l {0.850 (g, 050
Mercury fg/l t.en {§.0005
Ritrate rg/1l (0.026 (6.028
Seleniuvm ag/l (0. 003 (8.00%
Silver Ag/l (0.020 {b.,020
Endrin vg/l {0.0002  (6.0002
Lindane g/l {.004 (§.004
Methoxycher vg/l {0.100 {4,104
Texzaphene vg/l {0,065 (4.00%
2,4~ ug/l {n.108 (0,160
2,4,5-TP/Silvex g/l {8,010 {0.01d
Radiua pCi/l (1.00 (1.00
GCrose Alpha pCi/l {2.00 {2,060
Gress Beta pCisl 4,00 {3.0§

Colifern Bact, cro/ilDsl {1.00 {1,080

Chleride mg/1 144, 22,0
Iren rQ/1 1.30 1.66
Hahganese rg/1 £.0%0 0.100
Phenelg rg/1 p.oa3 0.007
Sedium mg/l 3.0 3.0
Sulfate wng/l 70.0 79.0

Time of Ezecwtion: 01/23/B& 104B.& est Thu






Remes Trectier Flant

Greuvnd Hater Henitaring Data

Centeninatien Indicatving Parameters

dell: 2 Up Gradient

Dete Sampled: 0B-03-84

Parameter Units

Etatic feet

phi

ph2

phd

ph4

Nenber of Samples
Hean Valee
Variance

Standard Deviation

FoN )

Sp.Cendl  smhosscm
Sp.Cond2 wmhes/cm
Sp.Cend3  umhos/cw
Sp.Cond4 umhos/Cm
Humber of Samples
Hean Value
Variance

Stendard Deviatien

0 M

T0C1 RG/1
Tocz Agsl
TOC3 ng/l
TOC4 Ao/l
Humber of Samples
Hean Valuve
Variance

Standard Deviation

i

TOX1 ng/l

TOx2 ag/sl

T0X3 Ag/l

Tox4 Ag/l

Humber of Samples
Kean Valee

Variance 5
Standard Deviatien 7

74

B.15

4£.B9
&.0%
&.8%9
a.90

4
&6.89

LA2E-D5

¥

E-03

750,

765,
770.
770.

4

763.8

.ol
.00

0.
. 63IE~B3

50

LFeE+dl
L AGE+DD

4.80
3,00
3.00
3.00

4
3.2%
E-01
E-01

098
1
.a%0
.0%0

I
094

E-03

10-22-84

748,32

a0
.3l
40
&0
4
7.53
ATE-D3
LS7E-D2

~F N~ -2

w© g

768,
760,
745,
7508,

3

733.8
5,638+
7.50E+D0

[RE AR
(=R — )
[ — =)

4

3.80
L00E+Gd
ADE+CD

© o

6.100
¢.08L
6.097
0.09%

4§

0. 695
L17E-05
4BE-83

[

Summary of Well Sampling Data

Parameter Hean Value Variance Std. Deviation Kember of Sznples
LI 7.21 1.18E-01 3. 44E-01 B
8p.Cend: 758.8 9, 11E+§] ¥.54E+04 8
0L 3.13 1.25E-01 3.54E~01 B
TOx: 0.893 4, 2HE-05 &.55E-03 B

Time of Executien: 01/23/84

1382.2 es1 The

Attachment IT
Page 8 of 22







Romee Tractier Plant

Crevnd Water Honitering Date

Drinking Water and Hater Quality Parsmeters

Well: 2
Date Sampled:

Faramevar Units
Btatic Faetl
Arsenic mg/1
Barium wng/l
Cadrive wng/l
Chremiva ng/d
Flueride ®g/1
Lead rg /1
Hercury rg/1
Kitrate mgsl
Seleniun RQ/1
Silver ag/l
Endrin wg/l
Lindane ug/l
Hethoxycher vg/l
Texaphene wg/l
2,4-D vg/1
2,4,5-Te/Gilvax wvq/l
Radivn pli/sl
Gross Alpha pCi/l
Gress Heta pCi/l
Coliform Bact, ce/100ml
Chieride ng/l
Iren g/l
Hanganese wg/l
Phenuls ng/l
Sodiun ag/l
Sulfate g/l

Time of Ezecution:

lp Gradient

01-08-85

749 .63
{0,005
{0.100
(0.010
{0.020
0.1B0
{06,038
<0.0085
{6.030
(0.883
<0.02¢
{0.8002
{0.004
{0.160
(0,005
{0.108
(0.810
(i.o0d
{2.00
(3,80

41.08

01/23/86

g4-16-85

750.44
t6.005

8,150

{0.020
0.100
{0,050
40.085
B.040
{6,005
{b.020
(@.0002
{B.004
{B.140
40.005
{8.100
(0.614
{1,800
(2.0
(3.00

(1,00

0.084
{é.002
16.0

93.0

1859.4 est Thu

ATTacnment Lil
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Remeo Tracter Plant

Grovnd Bater Hemitering Data

Centamanatien Endicating Parsmeters

well:

Date Sempled:

Parameter Units

Stratic Feet

phi
phe

phd

phé

Humber of Sampies
fiean Value
Variance

Stendard Deviatien

Sp.Condl umhas/cn
Sp.CondZ ynhos/ca
S5p.Condd  umhos/cwm
%p.Cendé umhos/cw
Humber of Samples
Hean Value
Variance

Standard Deviation

TOC1 ng/l
T0C2 mg/l
TGC3 #g/1
T0C4 mg/1
Number of Samples
#ean Valpe
Variance

Standard Deviation

TaX1 wg/1
Taxz ngsl
T3 mgsl
TOX4 g/l
Hunber ef Samples
Hean VYalue
Yariance

Standard Deviataian

2 Up Gradient

§1-0E&-B5

74% .83

6.72
6.77
&.B4
&8.%1
4

&.Bi
.B7E~0G3
.29E-02

L~ N

7865,
770
765,
793,

4

7631.8
SoEedt
L29E+00

[l

5.00
5.00
S.m
5.00
4

5.00
JGBE+OD
LBDE+DO

= =

0.034
0.030
0.040
0.030

4

0. 833
2.58E-08
5. 00E-03

04-10-B5 09-30-85
750.44  74B.0%
6.14 7,80
6.22 7.18
6.33 7.10
6,38 7.10

4 4

&.27 7.48
1.176-02  2.508-03
1.0RE-01 §.D0E-82
68D, 688,
670, 488,
87, 685,
40, 685,

3 4

575.0 #B2.5
3.33E401 B, 33E+00
5.77E+00  2.BYE40D
5.00 1,48
5,00 2.80
4.00 15.0
5.0¢ 14.8

4 4

4.75% 8.5
2.50E-01 &.B3E+01
S.0GE-D1 6. 95E+00
0.235 8,065
0.e50 0.086
§.21% £.080
§.180 .078

4 4

6.170 1.077
6.92E-03  7,B3E-05
B.326-02 8.B85E-03

Summary of Well Sampling Data

Attachmer-~

-
il

Parameter Hean Valve Variance Std. Deviation Humber of Samples
pH: 6.72 1,29E-01 3.59E-81 12
Sp.Lend: 767.1 1,.78E+03 4, 22E+01 12
TG 6,08 1,64E401 4.06E+00 12
TOX: 0.893  5,45E-03 7.41E-82 12
Time of Execuvien; 63/23/B6 1582.2 est Thu

Page 10 of 22






Romee Tracter Plant

Creund Bater Henitoring Deta

Prinking Hater and Hatver Quality Parameters

Hell: 3
Dave Sampled:

Parengter Units
Stetic Feet
Arsenic kg/l
Bariwm ag/l
Cagmive =R/
Chresiun wg/l
Flueraide rg/l
Leed mg/l
Hercury Mg/l
Mitrate rQ/l
Seleniun mg/l
Silver mgs/l
Endrin vg/l
Ltindane wg/l
Hethezychor ug/l
Teraphene ug/]
2,4-D vg/1
2.4,5-TF/8ilver ug/]
Radiue pCisl
Gross Alpha pCi/l
Gress Beta plisl
Colifora Bact. co/180al
Chleride ag/l
Iren mg/1
Hanganese #g/l
Phenols Ag /sl
Sediunm wg/1
Suifate g/l

Time of Erecutien:

Up Gradient

08-07-84

748.12
{(6.005
0.200
(0.81d
{0.020
b.2i¢
{0,050
0.000E
0.1t0
{0,005
{g.020
{0.6002
{0.604
£0.500
<0.08S
{0.100
{6,010
(1,00
(2.88
(3,88

{1.00

01,23/86

16-23-B4

0100
{8.810
{0.02C
0.240
(0,058
{0.0005
L0.020
40.005
(0,02t
{&.0002
{0.084
<. 108
{0.003
{§.100
.ot
1,09
(2,00

{3.00

22.0
¢.849
0.280

0,004

104B.0 est Thu

ATtacnment Lii
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ATTECRMENT .. _
Pege 12 of 2=

Remay Tracter Flant
Grownd Hater Henidering Date
Cenvaminatien Endicating Parsmeters

Well: 3 Up Gradienc

Pate Sampled: 0B-07-22 10-22-84

Parameter Units

Bratac Feet 748.12 74B. 46
phi 7.00 7.70
ph2 7,03 7.60
ghd 7,04 7.60
ohd 7.69 7.68
Humber of Semples 4 4
Heen Value 7.03 7.63
Variance 4,67E-04 2.50E~L3
Stapdard Degviatien 2.16E-02 S.00E-02
Ep.Cenel wumhes/tm 710, 690,
So.Lond2 wmhos/ca 718, 690, &
Sp.Condd umhes/cm 715, 596,
5p.Condd ymhos/ch 710, 896,
Hunber of Samples 4 %
Hean Value 8.3 &90.¢
Variance 6.25E+00 0.00E+GD
Standerd Deviatien 2.50E<0f 8.8DE+0D
T0CY mg/l 4,00 4,00
Totz Ag/l 4,00 .80
T0C3 rg/1 4,00 3,06
T0C4 wg/l 4,00 3.00
Humber of Samples 4 §
Heen Valee 4,00 3.35
Variance ¢,00E+00 Z.50E-01
Standard Deviatien &,00E<00 3.0DE-01
TOx§ mg/l 0.830 b.1&0
TO%2 mg/l 0.710 0.170
Tox3 ag/l 0.8a0 0.140
TOX4 ngsl -8.840 8.140
Humber of Samples 4 &
Hesn Value §.880 0.153
Variance 4. 20E~(3 2.25E-04
Etanderd Deviatien &.4BE-02 1.50E-02

Sumnary of Well Sampling Data

Parameter Hean Velee Variance Std. Deviation HNumber of Samples

pH: 7.33 1.02E-01 3.20E-81 B
Sp.Cond: 700.8 1.32E402 1.15E+01 8
T0C: 3.63 2.6BE~D1 S.1BE-D1 8
Tox: b.476 1.22E-01 3.49E~01 B

Time of Ezecution: 01/33/B& L(502,2 ect The






Romee Tracter Plant

Greund Hever Henitering Data

Brinking Bater and Hater Buality Farameters

Bell: 3
Date Semplad:
Parameter Units
81avic Feet
AFSENLE wg/l
Barium rg/l
Cednivn Ag/1
Chremiup ag/l
Flueride mg/l
Lead mg/l
Hepcury mg/1
Hitrate @g/l
Selenivm rQ/1
Bilver ag/sl
Endrin vg/l
Lindane ug/1
Kethoxycher vg/l
Toxaphene vg/l
2,4-D ug/1
2,4,5-TP/Silvex ug/l
Radiunm pCisl
Gross Alpha pCi/l
Gross Heta pCisl
Lolifera Bact. ee/if0al
Chloride mg/1
Iren mg/1
Hangancse ag/l
Phenols g/l
Sedive #g/1
Sulfate ag/l
Tine ef Execvrion:

Up Grad:ieat

41-08-85

749 .83
{0.005
0.160
(0. 010
<e.020
0.170
(0,058
(0. 6605
<0.020
{(0.00%
(0.820
(§.0002
0,004
(6. 148
{p.00%
10.108
(0,010
1.0
2.00

13.00

01/23/B6 1059.4 est Thu

Ba-10-69

750,54

{0,483

(0. 810

(0.020

8.14%

{0.05C

{6.0005

10,820

(0.045

{4.820

{8, 06d2

{B.004

{o.1ea

0. Bes

{a.100

{0.010

(1.60

{2.00

{3.00

{1.00

Attachment 111
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Romes Tracter Plant

Graund Water Hoaitering Data

Centenination Indicaving Faramevers

Hell:

3 Up Gratiient

Date SHampled: G1-0B-BS 04-10~BS 09-30-B5
Parameter Units
Static Feet 745 .83 750,54 T48.7%
pht &.83 6,80 7.20
ph2 6.88 6. 0R 7.25
phd 6.%¢ b.20 7.25
phé 7.02 4.22 7.25%
Hunber of Semples 4 4 4
Hean Valve &.592 &.13 7.24
Yariance 7.09E-03 1 GBE-02 &.25E-04
Standard Deviation B.42E-02 1.04E-0! 2.30E-(2
Sp.Cond! umhas/tr 509, 540, 658,
Sp.Cend2 umhossem 675, 556, b&0.
Sp.Cond3 wumhos/cm 680, 545, &40,
Sp.Cond4 wmhas/cn 680, 350, abl.
Hunber of Samples ] 4 4
Hean Value 580.0 546.3 657.5
Variance 1.67E+01 2.29E+01 2,56E+q4
Standard Deviatien 4.GBE+DD 4.79E+00 5, 80E+00
1601 mg/l 4.00 3.060 B. &4
Toc: ag/1 4.00 3.00 B.QD
Toc3 ag/1 4.00 7.00 6.00
Tac4 mg/l 4,08 5.00 7,00
Kunber of Samples 4 4 4
Hean Valee 4.00 4,50 7.25
Variance D.80E+00 3.&7E+00 %.37E-41
Stendard Deviation 0.B0E+00 1.91E+00 %.57E-01
Tox1 ng/l 0.050 0.185 0.140
TOKZ ng/1 0.058 8.175 0.120
7053 ng/l 0.z70 0.105 b.144
TOX4 #g/l 8.080 0.11d 0.13E
Huuber of Samples L} L] 4
Hean Yalue 0.0&3 0.13% B.133
Variance 2.25E~-04 1.326-03 %.I7E-gS
Standard Deviation 1.58E-02 3,p4E-02 9.57E-03
Bummary ef Bell Sampling Date
Parsneter Hean Yalve Variance 5td. Deviatrian MNumber of Semples
ph: L. 76 2.44E-01 4. P4E-B1 12
Ep.Cond: 627.5 3.75E+83 &.12E+81 12
70C: 5.25 3.48E408 1, BeE+08 12
0N B.111 1.75E-03 4.1BE~p2 12
Time of Execution: 01/23/B&6 1502.2 est The

ATTacnmen<,
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Remes Tractor Plant
Grewnd Hater Honitering Data
Prinking Water and Water Quality Farsmeters

Helll 4 Dewn Gragient

Date Semplec: &B-08-84 18-22-84

Par ame ter Unite
Btatic Feet 747 .18 747.73 N
" frsenic ®g/1 <0.90% {0,805
Bar2un mg/1 0.360 {0.i6d
Cadmium rG/1 6.0id 8.610
Chrenive mg/l £.050 §.020
Flueride g/l 1.08 §.200
Lead Rg/l (0,058 0,050
Hercury ug/1 §.001 {0,080
HWitrate g/l 0.120 0,829
Selenium (7] {0.805 {0.805
§ilver ng/l (4. 020 (6.620
Endrin wg/1 a.0082  (0.0002
Lindane vg/l {¢.004 (6.004
Hethezycher ug/l ¢6.100 (§.100
Texaphene ug/1 {0.08% ¢0.005
2,4-D ug/1 {g.100 {0,160
2,4,5-TP/8ilvex ug/l 0.010 0,010
Redium pCi/l {1.00 {1,680
CGross Alpha pEisl {2.89 {2.00
Gross Bets pCi/l {3.80 4,00
Colifers Bact, ce/l1D0al 2.8 {1.408
Chleride mg/l 16.0 16,0
Iren mg/l 4.870 1.20
fanganese ng/l 0.908 §.100
Phenels mg/l 0,005 o.00B
Ssdiva &g/l 1B.0 14.4
Eoifate mg/l b4.0 73,8

Time ef Execuvtioen: 01/23/8B6 1048.4 est The






Romae Tractor P

lant

Ground Kster Hematering Dase

Centeminatien Indicaving Parameters

gell: 4 Down Gradient

Date Samplec: 08

Paraneter Units

Static Feet

phl

ph2

ph3

ph4

Humber of Semples
Hean Value
Variance

Standard Peviatioen

— ]

Sp.Cond! umhos/ca
Sp.Cond2 umhoes/ca
Sp.Cend? wahes/ce
Sp.Loendéd  vmhes/cm
Humber ef bamples

Bean Value

Variance [
Btandard Deviation 2,

TOCt g/l

Tocz Byl

T0L3 g/l

TOC4 Ag /sl

Huwber of Samples
Hean Value

Variance 3.

Stangard Deviation 5.

TOX1 nag/l

Tox2 wg/sl

T0x3 wg /1l

TOx4 mg/l

Number of Samples
fiean Yalve

Variance &,

Standard Deviatien 2.

Sunmary ef Hell Bampling

-08-B4

747 .18

7.2%
7.22
7.2
7.23

4
7.2%

L0DE-D4
J73E~02

7160,
715,
718,
715,

4
713.8
258400
SOE+80

N1
A0
.00
N

4

2.58
33E-01
77E-D1

g

0,165
0.170
0,185
0.1&5
4
g.166
28E-06
5GE-03

i0-22-84

747.73

J5D
.50
N1
\ bt
4
7.53
3.33E-03
5.77E=-02

RS RS BN B )

700,
785,
760,
700,

3

781.3
L2OE+00
S0E+0G

R -

5,06
4.0
3.00
3.00

4

3.75
AT7ED
.57E-01

~0 -0

0,168
¢.140
0,150
0.140

4

g.148
JATE-RS
LO7E-83

0 0

Data

Paraneter Hean VYalue Variance  5td. Deviatien MNumber of Samples
pH: 7.4 Z.B1E~B2 1.6BE~B1 a
Sp.Cand: 707.5 5.§0E+0] 7.07E¢ 00 - B
T0C: 3.13 §.82E-01% 9.91E-01 | B
T0X: 8.157 1.42E-04 1.1%9E-62 B

Time of Execwtisn: 61/23/86

1502.2 est Thy

AvtacnmenT il
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Romes Trac

tor Plant

Greund Hater Henaitering Data

Deanking Mater and Water Guality Parsmeters

He

Dat

Static
Arsenic
Bariua
Cadmior
Ehremiun
Flveride
Lgad
Hercury
Hitrate
Selenium
Silver
Endrin
Lindane
Hethexychor
Tozaphene
2,4-D
2,4,5-TP/Silvex
Radius
kross Alpha
Gross Beta
Coliferm Bact.
Chleride
iren
Hanganese
Phenels
Sedium

Sulfate

Time of E

1 4

@ Sampled:

co/180R1
ro/l
g/l
mg/l
mg/1
ug/l

ng/l

Xecution;

Boen Gradient

8i-8-85

(5.650
{d¢.020
0.170
{g.0540
{0.0005
{0.&20
{6.005
0,020
{8.0082
{8,804
(g.100
{0.385
{0.100
{8.0146
£1.00
(2.80
3.00
(1,60
16.0
0.840
0.180
0.002
14.0

B2.0

01/23/B4

B4-16-8%

74%.33
(8.085
<4.100
{0,010
(0.828
B.120
(f.038
(§.0805
{0.020
(0,805
{6.020
{08002
{0.904
{0.100
40,005
{0.100
(0.010
{1.00
{2.00
{3.8¢

{1.00

1059.4 est Thu

3 L LAY

i e i
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Remeo Tractor Plant

Greuwnd Hater Heniteraing Data

Centapinatien Indicating Paraneters

Date

Parsmeter Units

Statie Feet 7458.87
ghi 6.90
phZ &.97
ph3 7.05
phd 7.0
Humber of Sumples §
Hean Value 7.0
Variance 7.77E=43 %
Stangard Deviatien B.BIE-02 ¢

Sp.Condl umhes/cm 495,
Gp.Lend2 umhos/cn 895,
Sp.Cendd vmhos/cm &70,
Sp.Condd umhos/ch 76e.
Humber of Samples 4
Hean Value 6909
Variance 1.63E«02 &,
Standard Deviatien 1.39E+01 7.
TOCt wg/l 3,00
Toc2 Hg/l .08
T6E3 ng/l 2.00
ToC4 ngsl 3,00
Hyrber of Samples 4
figan Value 3.08
Variance G.0DE+D0 2.

Standerd Deviation 0,.00E+00

T0X1 ng/1 8.140
Toxz Ra/l $.120
TOX3 ng/l 0.130
TOx4 kg/1 g.110
Humber of Samples 4
Hean Valuwe 0,125
Yariance 1,67E~04 2
Standard Deviation 1,29E-02 5

Hell: 4 Down Gradient

Gempled: 01-0B-B5 04-10-85 09-30-85

749,23 T47 . &b
6.1 6.94
b6.11 L.50
b.22 7.60
&, 31 7.1

q 4
6. 19 .78

J3E-03 9.17E-03
\67E~62  §.37E-82

£85. 46l
£76. 660,
570, [4:1'8
576. 680,

4 4
S64.3 670.8
63E«01  1,33E+02
SOE+00 1. 15E+D1
&.00 3.48d
6.60 3.60
4,00 4,00
3.08 3.8%

4 4

6.7% 325

25E+00  Z.50E-Q%

o e e

]

Summary of Well Sampling

Parameter Hesn Valwe Variance  §td,

JSGE+00 5. pBE-DY

.295 0.195
.295 0.208
.190 0.240
,305 B.200

4 4
27 6.199

J9LE-03  &.Z5E-Ds
JA4E-02  2.50E-03

Data

Deviatien MNumber of

Samples

ph:
Sp.Cend:
TGC:

TOK:

6.72 b, 63E-81
B642.1 3.31E+03
3.67 1,33E+08

6.198 4.74E-D3

Time of Exmcetion: £1/23/B6 1502

B4E-D1 12
JPS5E+ 0 i2
15E+00 12
B8YE-02 12

.2 est Thy

Attachment I1Z
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Romes Tracter Plant
Grevnd dater Menivering Bata
prinking Haver and Hatver Quality Parameters

Bell: 3 Down Gradiens

Date Sampled: 08-08-84 10-22-B4

Paraneter Units

S1atic Feet 747 &7 748,01
RPEERLT g/l {0.605 (2.00S
Bariua ugsd 0.250 0,100
Cadrium ng/l {0.010 {0.830
Chremium ag/l 0,040 0,028
Flueride ag/l i.20 p.198
Lead mg/l 0. 050 {2.050
Hercury Ag/l {0808 (0.0885
Hitrate wg/] 0.120 (0.620
Seleniua ng/1 {6,805 {8.008
Gilvar Rg/1 {@.020 {0.020
Endrin ug/l (G.e062  (.0002
Lingane ug/l (6.004 (0.004
Methozycher vg/l (0. 184 (o.100
Texaphene ug/l 18,005 <8.00%
2,4-D ug/1 {8.100 {0.180
2,4,5-TP/Gilvexr wg/l {0.010 (6.01d
Radiunm pCi/fl 2,90 {1.08
Gress Alpha pCa/l 2,00 <2.00
Gress Beta pCi/l 4.00 .08

Celiferm Bact., co/108nl (1,60 {1.00

Chleride mg/l 28.0 18,0
Iren ng/1 5.00 4.20
Hanganese g/l 0.178 0.120
Phenaols ng/1 B.004 0.024
Sedium mg/l 1&.8 15.¢
Sulfate ng/l 58.48 73.0

Tiwme of Execution: 01/237/B6 104B.56 est The






Romes Tracter Planv

Greend Hater Monitering Dats

Contampnatien Indiceting Pargmeiers

Hells 5 Dewn Gradient

Date bampled:

Parzmeier Units

Static Feet

pht

ph

phi

phé

Humber of Samples
fean Valve
Variance

Standard Deviation

Sp.Conédf umhos/ca
Sp.Cond2 umhes/ca
Sp.Condd umhos/tm
Ep.Cond4 umhos/cH
HNusber of Samplas
Hean Value
Variance

Standard DBeviatien

ToC1 wy/l
T4E2 ®rg/l
70C3 rg/1
TOC4 #g/l
Humber of Samples
Hean Yalue
Variance

Standard Deviatien

T0X1 ag/l
TOX2 mg /1
TOX3 ng/sl
TOx4 ng/l
Hymber ef Sampies
Hean Yalue
Variance

Standard Deviation

Summary ef Hell Sampling

08-EB-B4

-

(=R =]

= e

1
4

747.48

.26
a7
o]
24

4
7.25

JA7E-TH4
\29E-02

730,
736.
736.
730.
4
730,10

JOO0E<D0
LO0E+0E

2,00
2.00
2.00
2.04

4
Z.60

LODE+DD
LGDE+DO

6.138
0.138
0,125
£.135

4
0130

&7E-B5
L0BE-D3

10-Z22-84

748.01

7.460
7.68
7.60
7.648

4

?.60
DOE+0D
BOE+00

o e

715,
7i0.
716,
7i0.

[]
711.3
L25E+0D
S0E+0D

" o~

6. 00
5.00
5.00
4.00

4

5.80
LETE-BY
-16E-01

o &

0.072
g.072

B. ooy
0.0a80

f

0.868
3.23E-05
5.6BE-03

Dats

Parameter Hean Valve WYariance 5id. Deviatvion Humber of Samples
p1 7.43 3.45E-02 1.85E-01 B
Sp.Cend: 720.6 1.03E+82 1.02E+81 8
Toc: 3.50 2.B&E+QD 1.69E+80 [
Y 8.09% 1,11E-03 3.33e-02 8
Timg of Executieon: 01/23/86 1582.2 est The

Lttachment
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